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THE COUNCIL OF HEADS OF DELEGATIONS: MINUTES OF 
MEETINGS AUGUST 29 TO NOVEMBER 5, 1919 


Paris Peace Conf. 180.03501/42 HD-42 


Notes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers Held in M. Pichon’s Room at the Quai d’Orsay, Paris, 
on Friday, August 29, 1919, at 11 a.m. 


PRESENT 
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA BritTisH EMPIRE FRANCE 
Hon. F. L. Polk. Rt. Hon. A. J. Balfour. M. Clemenceau. 
M. Pichon. 
Secretary Secretaries Secretaries 
Mr. L. Harrison. Mr. H. Norman. M. Dutasta. 
Sir George Clerk. M. Berthelot. 
M. de Saint-Quentin 
ITALY JAPAN 
M. Tittoni. M. Matsui. 
Secretary Secretary 
H. Paterno. M. Kawai. 
Joint Secretariat 
Unirep States or AMERICA... Mr. C. Russell. 
BrrvisH EPMPIRE......--+-+--- Capt. E. Abraham. 
Fre A OW. 2. ol tick wads peis denies ore es M. de Percin. 
PATS cae ss o. sante otis ORs ervey S50) Lt-Colonel Jones. 


Interpreter—M. Meyer 
The following also attended for the questions with which they were concerned : 


UNITED STATES OF AMERIOA 
Professor Coolidge. 
Professor Johnson. 

Mr. Woolsey. 

Mr. Scott. 


BriT1isH EMPIRE 

Mr. J. W. Headlam-Morley. 
Mr. H. Nicolson. 

Captain C. T. M. Fuller, R. N. 


FRANCE 

M. Tardieu. 

M. Loucheur. 

M. Jules Cambon. 

M. Seydoux. 

M. Laroche. 

General Le Rond. 

M. Hermitte. 

M. Massigli. 

Commdt. Levavasseur. 


ITALY 

Count Vannutelli-Rey. 
M. Brambilla. 

M. di Palma. 
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1. M. Tarprev said that on the previous day he had received from 
M. Tittoni a new proposal. There was no further question of a 
- -Plebiscite except in a small area near Radkersburg. 
Prchiacite both M. Cremenceau asked, why, M. Tittoni, wished to 
hold a Plebiscite there. 

M. Tirront replied that his main object was to get an Austrian sig- 
nature to the Treaty. .What he proposed was.a considerable reduc- 
tion to the Austrian demands, but the area was entirely German, and 
though the district of Marburg would remain Jugo Slav, he thought 
it was desirable to give the Austrians satisfaction somewhere. One of 
the reasons for holding a plebiscite in this area was that the Chief 
of the Christian Social Party which supported the State had been 
returned for Radkersburg. 

M. Tarpiev said that without expressing any opinion on the reason 
alleged by M. Tittoni, he thought the area of Radkersburg ought to 
be attached to Prekumarie. Should the Plebiscite go in favour of 
Austria, the resulting frontier would be a bad one. 

M. Cremenceav asked General Le Rond to state what, from a 
geographical point of view, would be the result. 

GENERAL Lz Ronp said that it had been recognised long ago that 
the population in this area was mainly German, and in making a 
frontier, it was not possible to take any account of every little 
variation in the character of the population. This was all the less 
necessary as a considerable number of Slovene -villages had been 
left within Austria. If the Plebiscite suggested by M. Tittoni turned 
out in favour of the Austrians, the frontier in this area would be 
geographically unsound, cutting valleys in a capricious manner and 
leaving Radkersburg almost on the boundary line. Should the vote 
be in favour of the Jugo Slavs, which was unlikely, the frontier 
would be the same as that proposed by the Commission. In the 
area in question, there were about 10,000 Austrians. The number 
of Slovenes left outside Jugo Slavia could be counted in hundreds 
of thousands. If the question of the Austrians in this area were 
raised, the question of the Slovenes left outside J ugo Slavia would 
also have to be raised. 

Mr. Batrour asked whether the Austrians would still demand a 
Plebiscite in this region if a Plebiscite in the Slovene area left to 
them were required. 

Mr. Poux observed that the Slovenes left outside Jugo Slavia 
would remain in Hungary and not in Austria... Austria would there- 
fore raise no objection. 

M. Trrronr said that if the line of the Drave had been accepted, it 
would have yielded a more logical frontier than any other line. He 
pointed out further that the area in question was included in an 
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administrative boundary. The geographical objections therefore, did 
not appear strong, as the frontier adopted by the Commission was not 
itself a good geographical line. 

Grnerrat Le Ronn said that the line proposed by the Commission 
followed the crest of the Hills. 

M. Trrront said that for so small a matter, he did not wish to risk a 
refusal of the Austrian signature. 

M. Ciemenceav said that he thought there was no great need to 
fear the refusal of signature. 

Mr. Batrour then suggested that the River Mur be taken as the 
frontier line and that no Plebiscite should be held at all. Radkers- 
burg would then remain Austrian. 


“Tt was then decided that no Plebiscite should be held in Styria, 
and that the River Mur should be accepted as the frontier between 
Austria and the Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes in this 
area. 

“Radkersburg would be attributed to Austria, and Marburg to the 
Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes.” 


2. M. Camson said that the proposal referred to the Editing Com- 
mittee by the Council on the previous day (H. D. 41, Paragraph 7, 
Appendix B)! had been examined. In the opinion of the Editing 

Committee, the Council had refused to recognise the 


Part 13 of th inciple i i n i 

Praporet Aonwok principle involved, in the T reaty with Germany. The 
roe Committee therefore regarded it a mistake to record 
ee y ; : : 
Régending + in the Treaty with Austria anything so diametrically 


different from the treatment accorded to Germany. 
¥or his part, he would suggest, should the Council adopt the proposal, 
that it be communicated to Austria in the form of a special additional 
document. The British Delegate on the Editing Committee regarded 
the question as one of general interest concerning all countries, includ- 
ing neutral countries. He thought, therefore, that it should be re- 
ferred to the League of Nations. 

M. Trrront said that he favoured the suggestion made by M. 
Cambon that the agreement be made additional to the Treaty. 

M. Cuemenceat said that he would prefer that nothing should be 
said in the Treaty. 

Mr. Pox suggested that the proposal be referred to the Interna- 
tional Labour Congress? in Washington. 

(It was then decided that no mention be made in the Treaty with 
Austria of the rights and privileges of Allied workpeople admitted 
to enemy territories and vice versa, but that the resolution passed by 
the Labour Committee on June 4th, 1919, (Appendix B to H. D. 41) 


1Vol. vai, pp. 960, 963. 
2 Officially known as the International Labor Conference. 
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should be referred to the International Labour Congress in Washing- 
ton.) 

3. M. Cremencnav said that the Council had previously decided that 
German Labour Delegates should be admitted to the next meeting 
of the International Labour Congress,’ after that to be held in Wash- 

ington. The same principle should presumably apply 


tothe Austrians. The labour organisations in various 
Admission of 


‘Austrian and Allied and Neutral countries, notably in France, were, 
Denes eetia however, asking that the German labour delegates be 


Labour Congress in admitted at once. His proposal was that the ques- 


eae tion of their admission or non-admission be left to 

the discretion of the Congress itself. 

Mr. Batrour said that he understood the proposal to be that the 
International Labour Congress should meet according to the consti- 
tution at present laid down for it, and that it should then decide 
whether or not German and Austrian delegates should be heard. 

M. CLeMENczEAU said that was his intention. 

M. Trrroni said that the Italian C. G. T.* declared it would not 
send representatives to Washington and would not recognise the In- 
ternational Labour Congress or its decisions unless the German dele- 
gates were admitted. No International Labour legislation could be 
enforced in Italy against the will of Italian labour. He believed 
the same conditions existed in France. 

M. Cremenceav said that he was not intimidated by threats. The 
French Labour Party had spoken to him very much in the same 
manner, but he thought his proposal was sufficient to meet the 
situation. 

Mr. Batrour said that M. Clemenceau’s proposal appeared to him 
to be very reasonable, though it was a modification of a previous de- 
cision. As he had no expert on labour matters whom he could con- 
sult, he would like to postpone giving his assent until he had had time 
to obtain the views of the British Minister specially concerned with 
this subject. In referring the matter to him, he would express his 
personal agreement with M. Clemenceau’s views. 

Mr. Poux said that he was in a similar situation to Mr. Balfour 
and would take up the matter with his Government. 

M. Trrront said that there was one practical difficulty in M. Cle- 
menceau’s scheme. Should the Congress decide to give a hearing to 
the Germans and Austrians, they would require a month to get to 
Washington. 

M. Criemenceav said that he had been assured that the Germans 
and Austrians would go to Washington in expectation of a favourable 
decision, should the Council adopt the proposal he had made. 





* CF-16, minute 4, vol. Vv, p. 681. 
* Confédération générale du travail. 
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(It was decided to postpone the decision on the question of the 
admission of German and Austrian Labour Delegates to the Inter- 
national Labour Congress at Washington, until Mr. Balfour and Mr. 
Polk had consulted their respective Governments.) 

4. M. CLEMENcEaU said that he had received a disquieting telegram 
from Colonel Haskell, the Allied High Commissioner in Armenia. 
Bitiaton (The telegram contained in Appendix “A” was then 
pemenin read.) He added that he had ordered a note to be 
circulated to his colleagues to the effect that he was ready to send 
12,000 men to Cilicia. This force would be able to occupy the points 
mentioned by Colonel Haskell. It would be necessary to utilise the 
Bagdad railway as a means of supplying this force. (‘The note con- 
tained in Appendix “B” was then read.) 

Mr. Potx asked whether the army referred to by Colonel Haskell 
was not one that was accessible from the Black Sea. 

M. Berruevor said that it was also accessible from Cilicia, as the 
roads were good and suitable for motor lorries. It would be possible, 
he considered, to send supplies into Armenia from Mersina and Alex- 
andretta. An agreement for the use of the railway would, however, 
be necessary. 

Mr. Barour asked whether this had been studied by the French 
General Staff. 

M. Cremenceav said that the note was a result of a study by the 
Staff. 

(It was decided to postpone the consideration of the Note contained 
in Appendix “B” till the following day.) 

5. (It was decided to postpone the consideration of the new English 

1 draft covering letter until the following day, and in 

i Ronip ta Austrian connection with it, to discuss the question whether 
Beer or not Austria was a New State.) 

6. M. Bertuexor said that Article 61 of the new 

Article No. 61 of the German Constitution was to the following effect: 


New German Consti- 
tution. (Reference 


HD-41, Minute 3)° “Bach land has at least one vote in the Reichsrat. 

In the case of the greater lands, one vote is assigned 
to a million inhabitants. An excess which is at least equal to the 
population of the smallest land is reckoned as a complete million. 
No land can be represented by more than two-fifths of the total 
votes. 

German Austria, after its junction with the German Reich, receives 
the right of participation in the Reichsrat with the number of votes 
corresponding to its population. Till then, the representatives of 
German Austria have a consultative voice. 


® Vol. vi, p. 957. 
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The number of votes is fixed anew by the Reichsrat after each general 
census.” 


Article 61 appeared to be out of harmony with Article 80 of the 
Treaty of Peace. The American Delegation, however, questioned 
whether Article 178 of the new German Constitution did not dispel 
the apparent contradiction. Article 178 was to the effect that no 
provision in the Constitution could be held to modify the Treaty 
of Peace signed at Versailles. The question had been submitted to 
the legal advisers, who thought that Article 178 rendered Article 61, 
in so far as it conflicted with the stipulations of the Treaty, null 
and void. This appeared to furnish an additional reason for asking 
the German Government to cancel Article 61. The Council should 
therefore decide whether, and in what form, the protest should be 
made to the German Government. It should also decide whether 
M. Tardieu’s proposal should be carried out, namely, to insert a coun- 
ter-part of Article 80 in the Treaty with Austria. 

Mr. Batrovr said that he understood the question raised by Article 
61 of the new German Constitution had been referred to the Drafting 
Committee, and that agreement had not yet been reached within the 
Committee. He thought, therefore, that it would be better to await 
its recommendations. He thought that the first of the problems 
alluded to by M. Berthelot was the more important. He did not think 
it mattered much whether anything was inserted in the Treaty with 
Austria. 

(It was decided to postpone the question raised by Article 61 of 
the new German Constitution to the following day, in order to ob- 
tain the views of the Drafting Committee.) 

7. M. Trrronr said that he understood the Drafting Committee 
wanted confirmation of the decision taken by the Council on August 
satichens tens 27th (H. D. 40, para. 3),° regarding the plans for 
Pas de Predil the Col de Reschen and Pas de Predil Railway. 

M. Fromacror (who entered the room at this 
moment with the members of the Drafting Committee), said the only 
question in doubt was whether the draft contained in Appendix “B” 
to H. D. 407 had been accepted by the Council. 

(It was decided to accept the draft contained in Appendix “B” to 
H. D. 40.) 

8. M. Brrtuetor explained that the people of Vorarlberg had ex- 
pressed a desire to join the Swiss Federation. The Austrian Delega- 


The Question of tion, as might have been expected, had protested. The 
out eete Swiss Federal Council, meanwhile, had not adopted" 


* Vol. vit, p. 945. 
7 Tbid., p. 951. 
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any resolution in favour of union with Vorarlberg. The Federal 
Council hesitated because the inclusion of this district would upset 
the present balance of power between the German and French cantons. 
The Conference, therefore, had before it only an appeal from the 
Vorarlberg. It could take no decision until it had before it a pro- 
posal from the Swiss Government. 

Mr. Batrour said he quite agreed that this was a matter that could 
not be settled without the Swiss. The only question left to the Coun- 
cil was to know whether the door should be left open for the Swiss to 
invite Vorarlberg to join them. He thought it might be better to 
leave the whole question alone. 

M. Bertuetot said that the following was the proposal of the Cen- 
tral Territorial Committee for insertion in the Treaty. 

“93 aout, 1919. 

En présence des manifestations des habitants du Vorarlberg en 
faveur d’un rattachement de leur territoire 4 la Suisse, la REpUblique 
d’Autriche, au cas ot la Suisse elle-méme, déclarerait formellement 
quelie accepte un tel rattachement, s’engage a reconnaitre la décision 

u Conseil de la Société des Nations devant qui le cas devrait étre 
porté.” § 


Mr. Batrour asked whether the petition received from the Vorarl- 
berg represented the majority of the population, 

M. Larocue said that two unofficial plebiscites had been held, and 
they yielded the result of 4 to 1 in favour of union with Switzerland. 
The second had been even more decisive than the first. 

M. Trrronr said that he would suggest reference to a regular 
plebiscite. 

_M. Cremenceav said that he would prefer to take no action. The 
matter had not been brought officially to the cognisance of the Con- 
ference. There was in Switzerland a balance of power between the 
German and French elements. The Swiss Government was satis- 
factory from an international point of view. It might cease to be 
so if its German population were increased. 

M. Larocue observed that it was for this reason that the Committee 
recommended that a formal declaration by Switzerland should be 
obtained. 

M. Cremenceau observed that so far Switzerland had asked for 
nothing. 

Mr. Batrour said that he was also in favour of not adding to the 
German majority in Switzerland. 


* “August 23, 1919. In view of the manifestations of the inhabitants of Vorarl- 
berg in favor of the union of their territory to Switzerland, the Republic of 
Austria, in case Switzerland should formally declare that she accepts such a 
union, undertakes to recognize the decision of the Council of the League of Na- 
tions to which the case should be presented.” [Translation by the editors.] 
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M. Picnon observed that the problem was complicated by a finan- 
cial question. Switzerland would only accept Vorarlberg if the area 
were relieved of its share of the Austrian debt. The hope of escape 
from this burden was one of the determining motives in the result 
of the plebiscites. ‘iow: 

M. Tarprev said that there was also a political reason against in- 
serting anything in the Treaty regarding Vorarlberg. The Con- 
ference was attempting to meet the Austrians as far as possible. The 
Austrian Delegation would be greatly offended at any Article tend- 
ing to deprive it of Vorarlberg. The Conference had received ex- 
pressions of opinion from Dutch Limburg in favour of union with 
Belgium. No notice had been taken. He thought the question 
should be left for the League of Nations to consider at a later date. 

(It was decided that no action need be taken on the subject of the 
union of Vorarlberg with Switzerland.) 

9. M. Ciemenceav said that the conclusions of the report had 
been accepted by the Council (H. D. 39, Para. 2).2 He observed that 

he had taken action and fulfilled his part of the under- 
Repost ef inter, taking. He had given orders that the French troops 
oe ie aneiaents in Fiume should be replaced by others. As to the 

suppression of the French base, this could not be 
undertaken immediately, as the base must be maintained while there 
were French troops. In the meantime, however, there had been a 
recrudescence of unpleasant incidents. He thought it was neces- 
sary that General Grazioli should be recalled forthwith, and that 
Italy should take as prompt action as he had taken himself, other- 
wise further bloodshed would occur, as threatening posters were ap- 
pearing in Fiume, directed against both the French and the British. 

M. Trrront undertook to act and to fulfil all the undertakings of 
the Italian Government. 

M. Cremenceav said that he took note of this declaration. 

10. M. Szypoux explained that the Note” prepared by the Eastern 
Blockade Committee for the Council, and considered by the latter on 
Rinse? the 23rd August (H. D. 37. Minute 6)" had been 
Soret Husain reconsidered in order to meet the views of the Amer- 
ican Delegation. Certain modifications had been made, but the Block- 
ade Committee thought it absolutely necessary to maintain a sentence 
to the effect that any action taken by a warship of an Allied or Asso- 
ciated Power should be understood to be taken in the name of all the 
Allied and Associated Powers. Without such a stipulation, it would 
be impossible for the ships in the Baltic to take any action at all. 


° Vol. vil, p. 929. 
* Appendix D to HD-37, ibid., p. 823. 
" Toid., p. 817. 
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Mr. Poux observed that there appeared to be no amendment in that 
case of the previous provisional decision. What was proposed was 
equivalent to a blockade. 

M. Srypoux said that it was not blockade, because merchant ship- 
ping could not be captured, but could only be turned back. 

Mr. Pouk said he regretted that he could not agree. The phrase 
M. Seydoux attached such importance to represented a blockade. 
The American Government had always held very strong views on this 
subject. He thought, however, that some compromise might be pos- 
sible. According to M. Seydoux, a neutral ship, attempting to trade 
with Bolshevik Russia, could not be captured, but could be turned 
back. Should the neutral ship refuse to turn back and should its 
papers be in order, Allied ships would not be entitled to take any 
action at all. What he suggested was, 


“that vessels of the Allied and Associated Powers should, in the name 
of those Powers as a whole, be authorised to prevent any vessel not 
provided with legal clearance for a Bolshevist Russian port, or any 
vessels whose papers are falsified, from proceeding to a Bolshevist 
destination.” 


Mr. Baxrour asked what the United States Government would do 
if an American trader asked for clearance papers for a cargo to 
Petrograd. 

Mr. Potk said that the United States Government would refuse 
clearance. 

Mr. Batrour said the British Government would do the same. 

Mr. Potx pointed out that stopping a neutral ship at sea if it car- 
ried regular papers, was nothing less than blockade. 

Mr. Batrour said that the United States Government made a dis- 
tinction between fighting Russia and being at war with Russia. 

Mr. Pox observed that the British Government made the same 
distinction. 

Mr. Baxrour said that according to International lawyers, it was 
impossible to be at war with any Government unless that Govern- 
ment were recognised. He did not, himself, attach much value to 
the opinion of international lawyers. 

M. Srypoux said that it was known that several Swedish ships 
were ready to sail with cargoes for Petrograd. Ifthe American pro- 
posal were adopted, the Allied Navies would not be able to intercept 
them. 

Mr. Pox asked how the Navies could stop them at present. 

M. Sryvovux said that hitherto no such shipments had gone to Petro- 
grad. He suggested that the British Admiralty Notice No. 1298 of 
the 18th July, warning shipping against entering the zone in which 
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operations were taking place, should be re-affirmed in the “Journal 
Officiel” of the various Allied Governments. 

Mr. Poxx said that he would try and find some formula to which 
the American Government could consent. 

(The question was then adjourned.) 

11. Mr. Potx asked whether Treaties with the new States were to 
be between the New State on the one hand, and all the Allied and 
Pie 0G Fe Associated Powers on the other, or between the New 
Naw Gtater State on the one hand, and the Five Principal Allied 
and Associated Powers on the other. 

(It was decided that the Treaties with the New States should be 
between the New State on the one hand, and the Five Principal Allied 
and Associated Powers on the other.) 

(The Meeting then adjourned.) 


Vitis Magzstic, Parts, 29 August, 1919. 


Appendix A to HD-42 


[Telegram From the Allied High Commissioner to Armenia 
(Haskell) to the President of the Peace Conference (Clemenceau) | 


I have personally investigated conditions in Armenia and find the 
horrible situation beyond description. Relief can and will reach the 
destitute in time to prevent starvation providing you support me with 
troops. Cavalry most suitable if available. The equivalent of an 
American reinforced infantry brigade will save situation in Russian 
Armenia. Tartars attacking on east and south with Tartar upris- 
ings increasing daily throughout interior. Arrival of even one regi- 
ment might decide fate of our Armenian allies who may be extermi- 
nated at any time unless troops are rushed. British now leaving 
Caucasus and have already refused even temporarily to use any of 
their troops in Armenia stating that orders from above forbid their 
stationing of any British troops in Armenian territory. If British 
policy forbids protection of Armenians indicated by above condi- 
tions, this must be changed or other troops must be found and their 
arrival expedited. British troops now here are principally Indian. 
Please acknowledge receipt this telegram. 

W. M. N. Haske, Col., G.S., U.S.A. 
Allied High Commissioner to Armenia. 
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[Translation *] 
FRENCH DELEGATION 


Parts, August —, 1919. 


Protection of the Armenians 


In pursuance of the decision of the Conference of August 20,” 
the possibility of sending a small expeditionary contingent for the 
protection of the Armenians has been examined by the French Gov- 
ernment, and the following conclusions have been reached: 

(1) The French Government recognizes the possibility of consti- 
tuting an expeditionary force of some 12,000 men of all arms, to be 
taken for the most part from the army of General Franchet d’Esperey, 
upon completion of the reconstitution of that army, that is, after 
September 10. 

The operation would be carried out by taking as point of debarka- 
tion the ports of Cilicia, where two French bases would be created 
(at Mersina and Alexandretta). 

In order to gain time, however, it would be necessary to reserve 
the maritime route for the transport of troops; material and horses 
would be transported by rail through Haidar-Pasha, Konia, Adana; 
an understanding to that effect would be concluded with the railway 
company for control of the transportation. 

(2) The occupying force would ensure its own food supply first 
by the railways from Mersina and Alexandretta, and beyond these 
by means of motor trucks for which the good state of the roads in 
Armenia permit a wide use. 

The supply of the bases could be assured out of our own resources 
as for the French troops in the Levant, provided the English con- 
tinue to assure us a supply of refrigerated meat. 

(3) To recapitulate, the operation contemplated is possible after 
September 10 without serious difficulties, on condition that an under- 
standing be reached regarding transport and supply. 


2 Translation from the French supplied hy the editors. 
2 HD-38, minute 5, vol. vu, p. 839. 
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Paris Peace Conf. 180.03501/43 HD-43 


Notes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers Held in M. Pichon’s Room at the Quai d’Orsay, Paris, 
on Saturday, August 30, 1919, at 11 a. m. 


PRESENT 
UNITED STATES oF 
AMERICA BRITISH EMPIRE FRANCE 
Hon. F, L. Polk. _Rt. Hon. A. J. Balfour. M. Clemenceau. 
¢ M. Pichon. 
Secretaries ’ 
Secretary Mr. H. Norman. Secretaries 
Mr, L. Harrison. Sir George Clerk. M. Dutasta. 
M. Berthelot. 
M. de Saint-Quentin. 
ITALY JAPAN 
M. Tittoni. M. Matsui. 
Secretary Secretary 
M. Paterno. M. Kawai. 


Joint Secretariat 


UNITED STATES oF AMERICA .... Capt. Chapin. 


BRITISH EMPIRE........... Lt-Commander Bell. 
WRAN CH Rays GIRS he eee: M. de Percin. 
RAT ye cise ae tee Lt-Colonel Jones, 


Interpreter—M. Meyer 


The following also attended for the items with which they were concerned. 
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UNITED STATES oF AMERICA 


Dr, James Brown Scott. 
Mr. Woolsey. 


BritisH EMPIRE 


Mr. C. J. B. Hurst. 

Mr. J, W. Headlam-Morley. 
Major-General Sir ©. J. Sackville-West. 
Mr. H. Nicolson. 

Mr. A. Leeper. 


FRANCE 

M. Tardieu, 
M. Cambon. 
M. Laroche. 
M. Fromageot. 
M. Hermitte. 
M. Massigli. 
M. Kammerer. 


ITALY 

Count Vannutelli-Rey, 
M. Galli. 

M. Castoldi. 

M. Ricci-Busatti. 
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1. M. Cameon read aloud the French text of the draft covering 
letter, in reply to the Austrian counter-proposals, prepared by Mr. 
Philip Kerr. On concluding, he remarked that the 

The Covering Letter letter now before the Council was longer than the 


in Reply to the : : ors 
Austrian Counter- former communication drafted by the Editing Com- 


Apnendic A) mittee. He further remarked, that, in Mr. Philip 

Kerr’s draft covering letter, no mention was made of 
the fact that the Allied and Associated Powers had decided to call 
the new Austrian State the Austrian Republic, and to avoid all men- 
tion of the expression “German Austria”. 

M. Trrront said that it had been decided that the expression “Re- 
public of Austria” should be employed in all official communications 
addressed to that Country. He did not think that it was within the 
power of the Council to do more. (See H. D. 29, Minute 4.)* 

M. Cremenceav said that he agreed with M. Tittoni. 

M. Capon read the passage in the original covering letter drafted 
by the Editing Committee, dealing explicitly with the point in ques- 
tion (see H. D. 38, Appendix “F”).? 

Mr. Batrour said that he wished to make a general comparison 
between the former document, prepared by the Editing Committee, 
and the one now before the Council. He accepted M. Cambon’s 
statement that the new draft covering letter was longer than the for- 
mer. He also agreed with him that the new letter omitted certain 
points which had been dealt with by the Editing Committee. With 
regard to the manner in which the Austrian Government should 
henceforth be addressed, the Council had always referred to the 
“Austrian Republic” in all official documents, and it was not possible 
to do more than this. Neither the Council nor the League of Nations 
could prevent any Country from conferring upon itself any title 
that it might desire to be known by. The original document drawn 
up by the Editing Committee was an extremely able one and a proof 
of this statement consisted in the fact that the new draft before the 
Council was based entirely upon the old covering letter, to which it 
owed everything. None the less, he preferred the new version to 
the old. What was desired was a document drafted in such a form, 
that it should be read widely in Allied, and in enemy, countries. 
This document should, moreover, express in the clearest and most 
forcible terms, the main contention of the Allied and Associated Gov- 
ernments, which was that the Austro-Hungarian Monarchy had 
largely caused the war and that the Austrian Republic was the direct 
successor of the old Kingdom. He thought that this main argument 
was expressed with greater force in the new document. If, however, 


2Vol. vu, p. 672. 
2 Tbid., pp. 859, 860. 
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the Council desired to adhere to the former draft covering letter 
drawn up by the Editing Committee, he would point out that it had 
not been the work of a single mind; that, in consequence, it contained 
a certain number of repetitions; and that it insisted on details, which, 
though important to the Allied Governments, and possibly to Aus- 
tria, would not excite the interest of the ordinary public. 

He thought that in the new document, Italy’s case had been better 
stated. Attention was drawn to the selfish and unscrupulous man- 
ner in which the old Austro-Hungarian Monarchy had always tried 
to arrange her frontiers with Italy in such a way that she would have 
that country at her mercy. He did not think that too much emphasis 
could be given to this. In favouring the acceptance of the new docu- 
ment before the Council, he based his preference on the conviction 
that it would be more accessible to the mind of the ordinary public 
throughout the world. 

Mr. Porx said that there was no great choice between either draft. 
On the whole, however, he was ready to agree with Mr. Balfour to 
accept the one prepared by Mr. Philip Kerr, but drew attention to 
the fact that a few changes would be necessary in it. 

M. Tiron said that the new document before the Council had been 
very well drawn up, and that it possessed the qualities ascribed to 
it by Mr. Balfour. He therefore accepted it. 

M. Marsur said that he accepted the English draft. 

M. Camson drew attention to the fact that in the old draft letter 
drawn up by the Editing Committee, the question of a possible union 
between Germany and Austria was dealt with. It was not mentioned 
in the new document. 

M. Cremenceav said that the question of the future relations be- 
tween Germany and Austria would be discussed. 

M. Campon drew attention to the American proposal contained in 
Appendix F of H. D. 38.2 This proposal pointed out that the original 
covering letter was not in agreement with the preamble of the Peace 
Treaty on the subject of the present status of Austria. 

Mr. Porx, in further explanation, stated that in the preamble of the 
Peace Treaty the words “Austria is recognised as a new and inde- 
pendent State under the name of the Republic of Austria” appeared. 
In the original covering letter, Austria had been treated as the suc- 
cessor of the Austro-Hungarian Monarchy. He suggested that the 
matter could be settled by deleting from the preamble of the Treaty 
the phrase above quoted. In addition to this, the word “Austria” 
on page 8 of the preamble, should be replaced by the expression 
“Republic of Austria”. 


* Vol. vi, pp. 859, 912. 
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Mr, Baurour remarked that the words “Austria is recognised as a 
new and independent State” had been inserted by President Wilson, 
who would not, he thought, raise any objection to their suppression. 

Mr. Pox said that the manner in which Austria was referred to 
in the preamble had an important bearing upon the future obliga- 
tions of the new Republic. The phrase in question affected the 
Peace Treaty; the covering letter was not concerned with it. 

M. Trrront remarked that in the new document before the Council, 
the “tyranny” of the old Austro-Hungarian Monarchy was empha- 
sised in one place and the “centralization” of that Government in 
another. He thought that the last expression weakened the first. 

Mr. Batrour said that the centralization of the former Austro- 
Hungarian Monarchy had been drawn attention to, in order to show 
the Austrian people how much the dominant position of Vienna, in 
former days, stood to their prejudice at present. 

Mr. Poxx said that on page 7 of the English Draft, the words “Com- 
mittees who reported on the question” should be replaced by the word 
“Conference”. He also said that the resolution passed on the previous 
day, with regard to Radkersburg, made it necessary to amend the state- 
ment on the subject of the Austro-Hungarian frontiers. 

M. Tarprev said that a small sub-Committee of the Reparations Com- 
mission had been of the opinion that a special clause (see Appendix 
“B”’) should be inserted in the draft letter. 

Mr. Batrovr said that he thought such a clause ought to be put in a 
separate document. 

(After some discussion, it was agreed the proposed special clause 
should be added to the covering letter, in some way, possibly, as a foot- 
note.) 

It was decided :— 


(1) That the covering letter prepared by Mr. Philip Kerr, and sub- 
mitted to the Council, should be accepted as a whole, but that the follow- 
ing modifications * should be introduced :—® 


(a) Page? (English Text) Paragraph 4, Lines 8 & 9, the words 
“Committees who reported on the question”, should be replaced by 
the word “Conference”. 

(6) That the statements in Paragraph 4, Page 7 (English Text) 
on the subject of the Austrian frontiers, should be amended in 


* Modification (a) has already been made in the copy of the draft letter which 
accompanies the minutes as appendix A. 

5In Resolutions Adopted by the Supreme Council, August 30, 1919 (Paris Peace 
Conf. 180.03502/43), this paragraph reads as follows: 


“It was agreed that the covering letter prepared by Mr. Philip Kerr and sub- 
mitted to the Council should be accepted as a whole, but that the following modifica- 
tions should be introduced therein by Mr. Philip Kerr, who should transmit his 
text to the Editing Committee:” 
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conformity with the resolution taken on the previous day with 
regard to Radkersburg and Marburg (See H. D. 42, Minute 1.)°¢ 

(c) That the draft resolution passed by the Sub-Committee of 
the Reparation Commission (See Appendix “B”) should be added 
to the covering letter in the form of a foot-note, or in some other 
suitable manner. 


(2) It was also decided that the following changes should be made 
in the preamble of the Peace Treaty with Austria :— 


(a) On Page 8, Line 11 from the bottom, the word “Austria” 
should be replaced by the words “Republic of Austria”. 5 

(6) On Page 8, Lines 5 & 6 from the bottom the words “Austria 
is recognised as a new and independent State under the name of 
the Republic of Austria”, should be deleted.) 


2. The Council took note of the reply of the Drafting Committee to 

the question put before it by the Council on the 27th [28th] August. 
(See H. D. 39, Minute 4,’ and See Appendix “C”.) 

Article inthe M. Cremencerav said that he could not agree with 


German Constitution 


Violating the Stipu- 7 1 1 ni 
lations ofthe Peace’ the reply of the Drafting Committee. In his opinion, 


Gonna Refer. Article 61 of the new German Constitution not only 
See ae ee violated the Treaty of Versailles, but called for the 


collaboration of the Austrian Republic in that very 
violation. The situation caused was a serious one, and must be faced. 
In his opinion, the attention of the German Government should be 
called to this act of violation and should be forced to give a reply. 
He thought that the Drafting Committee’s argument was an extremely 
clever one, but the assent of the German Government to that argu- 
ment must be obtained. International lawyers were notorious for 
their differences of opinion. One lawyer would assert that an object 
was red, another that it was blue, whilst a third would be equally 
certain that it had no color at all. These differences of opinion, though 
entertaining, were not a suitable basis for measures affecting the peace 
of Europe. 

Mr. Barrour said that there were two questions before the Council. 
Firstly, the insertion of a clause in the Peace Treaty with Austria, with 
@ view to counteracting the provisions of Article 61 of the new German 
Constitution; and, secondly, the action which should be taken with 
regard to Germany in view of her violation of the Peace Treaty of 
Versailles. He would like to know the opinion of the lawyers of the 
Drafting Committee upon the legal side of the question. 

Dr. Scorr said that, in his opinion, the insertion of Article 61 in the 
German Constitution showed that the German Government had wil- 
fully, deliberately, and without cause, broken the pact into which she 
had entered at Versailles. re 


® Ante, p. 2. 
* Vol. vit, p. 987. 
® Ante, p. 5. 
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M. CLEMENcEAU said that it might be sufficient to make the Austrian 
Government undertake not to be a party to the German Government’s 
manoeuvre. 

(It was agreed that a special clause should be inserted in the Peace 
Treaty with Austria.) 

Mr. Baurour said that he agreed with M. Clemenceau, but that he 
would like to hear a concise statement of the problem in international 
law raised by Article 61. He believed that the Drafting Committee 
had not been unanimous in its opinion on the subject. 

M. Fromaceor said that he thought that the new German Constitu- 
tion violated the Peace Treaty, and added, that the advice to the Coun- 
cil, in the form submitted, had been unanimously accepted by the 
Drafting Committee. 

M. CLEMENCEAU Said that he had news, in the form of a letter, which 
he had not yet circulated to the Council, that the attitude of the German 
Government was quite unsatisfactory. They were opposing Allied 
action in Silesia and his latest information was to the effect, that one 
army corps would now be necessary for that country. All this only 
constituted an extra proof of the bad faith of the German people, and 
its Government. 

Mr. Horst said that there had been a difference of opinion in the 
Drafting Committee as to the extent to which the Peace Treaty of 
Versailles had been violated, although all were agreed that it had been 
violated in a certain degree. The point at issue was as follows. 
Article 80 of the Peace Treaty with Germany contained two references 
to the independence of Austria. In the first, Germany was called upon 
“to respect strictly the independence of Austria.” In the second, she 
agreed that “this independence shall be inalienable.” Undoubtedly 
Article 61 of the German Constitution violated the letter of the Peace 
of Versailles, but it was in the form of an invitation to Austria to join 
Germany. A country’s independence was recognised by abstaining 
from all acts of coercion against it; and an invitation, which was the 
very reverse of a coercive measure, could hardly be said to threaten 
the independence of a sovereign State. 

M. Tarovrev said that Mr. Hurst’s argument was to the effect that 
Article 61 of the German Constitution exerted no pressure against 
Austria. The Peace Treaty of Versailles, however, stipulated that 
nothing should be done to interfere with Austrian independence. As 
an act prejudicial to that independence had been taken, the question 
of whether there had, or had not, been direct pressure, could be laid 
to one side. 

M. Cremenceav said that he thought a letter should be sent on the 
subject to the German Government, which should be called upon to 
reply. 


a 
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M. Tarpiev said that the action of the German Government had been 
taken by the Legislative Authorities. In previous cases (Slesvig, etc.) 
the Executive Authorities had been concerned. In either case, the 
Council could act. 

M. Cremencerav said that the Council was called upon to take a 
political and not a legal decision; and suggested that Mr. Balfour, 
who was a moderate man, should draft the communication to be sent 
to the German Government. 

Mr. Batrovr said that he did not think that moderation was the 
exact quality required, and he thought that M. Berthelot, who was 
not a moderate man, ought to draft the letter. 

M. Trrront remarked that the cases of Austria and of Germany 
was not quite analogous. Germany must be called upon to perform 
her Treaty engagements. He did not know whether Austria could 
be called upon to settle, finally, her future condition, at the dictation 
of the Council. 

M. Picuon said that in the draft Article for insertion in the Peace 
Treaty with Austria (See Appendix “C”), the manner in which the 
future independence of Austria was to be assured by the League of 
Nations was clearly provided for. 

(It was agreed :— 

(1) that the draft Article regarding the independence of Austria 
(See Appendix “C”) should be accepted and inserted in the Austrian 
Peace Treaty ; 

(2) that M. Berthelot should draft a letter for transmission to 
the German Government on the subject of Article 61 of the new 
German Constitution and should submit his draft to the Council at 
its next meeting.) 


3. The Council took note of the Drafting Committee’s report on 
the draft articles to be inserted in the Peace Treaty with Austria, for 
Draft Articles for the settlement of differences between States called 


the Dean vith upon by that Treaty to conclude special Conventions. 


Settlement of Ty? 
Differences Between (See Annex D -) ' 
pe tet cere (After some discussion, it was decided that the 


Zo Conclude Special draft articles for insertion in the Peace Treaty with 
Austria—See Annex “D”—should be accepted.) 

4. The Council took note of a document drawing attention to the 
divergences between the French and English texts of the Covenant of 
Languages of the the League of Nations. (See Annex “E”.) 
eepe treaty Mr. Batrour proposed the following draft resolu- 
tion :— 

“The present Treaty in French, in English and in Italian shall be 
ratified. In case of divergence, the French text shall prevail, except 


in Parts I and XIII, where the French and English texts shall be of 
equal force.” 
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He said that in bringing forward this resolution, he desired to make 
it quite clear, that he did not wish it to be thought, that he was 
provoking a competition for priority between the French and English 
languages: 

(After some discussion, it was agreed :— 


1. That in the case of divergence between the French, English and 
Italian texts of the Peace Treaty with Austria, the French text should 
prevail, except in parts I and XIII, where the French and English 
texts should be of panel force. 

2. That the Drafting Committee should insert an Article in the 
feny Treaty with Austria in conformity with the aforesaid resolu- 
tion. 


5. The Council took note of a communication from M. Pachitch, on 
behalf of the Yugo-Slav State, to the effect that the Yugo-Slav 
Government could not undertake to sign the Peace 


Prencred Ereats Treaty with Austria, until the special Treaty be- 
Ertoepal Allied tween themselves and the Allied & Associated Govts., 


Foe nents provided for in Article 59 of the Peace Treaty with 
Austria, had been communicated to them. 

(It was agreed that the consideration of this question should be 
adjourned to the Meeting of the Council on Monday, September 1st, 
1919.) 

(The Meeting then adjourned.) 


Horet Asrort4, Paris, August 380, 1919. 


Appendix A to HD-43 
Draft Covering Letter 


1. The Allied and Associated Powers have given most careful 
consideration to the observations of the Austrian Delegation on the 
draft Treaty of Peace. The reply of the Austrian Delegation objects 
to the draft Treaty on the ground that, in view of the dissolution of 
the Austro-Hungarian monarchy, Austria ought not to be treated aa 
an enemy state at all, and that in consequence she ought not to be 
made in any special way the inheritor of the responsibilities in regard 
to reparation to which the Austro-Hungarian Monarchy would un- 
doubtedly be liable, did it still exist. As these observations point to 
a fundamental misconception of the responsibilities of the people of 
Austria, the Allied and Associated Powers feel it necessary to state, 
as briefly as may be, the principles which they consider must be 
applied to the settlement of the late war, so far as Austria is 
concerned. 
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The people of Austria, together with their neighbours, the people 
of Hungary, bear in a peculiar degree the responsibility for the calam- 
ities which have befallen Europe in the last five years. The war was 
precipitated by an ultimatum presented to Serbia by the Government 
in Vienna and requiring acceptance within 48 hours of a series of 
demands which amounted to the destruction of the independence of 
a neighbouring sovereign State. The Royal Government of Serbia 
accepted within the prescribed time all the demands except those 
which involved the virtual surrender of its independence, yet the 
then Austro-Hungarian Government, refusing all offers of confer- 
ence and conciliation on the basis of that reply, immediately opened 
hostilities against Serbia, thereby deliberately setting light to a train 
which led directly to universal war. It is now evident that this 
ultimatum was no more than an insincere excuse for beginning a war 
for which the late autocratic Government in Vienna, in close asso- 
ciation with the rulers of Germany, had long prepared, and for which 
it considered the time had arrived. The presence of Austrian guns 
at the siege of Liége and Namur is a further proof, if proof were 
required, of the intimate association of the Government of Vienna 
with the Government of Berlin in its plot against the public law and 
the liberties of Europe. 

The Austrian Delegation appear to think that the responsibility 
for these acts rested solely on the Hapsburg dynasty and its satel- 
lites, and that by reason of the dissolution of that Monarchy through 
the victory of the Allies, the people of Austria can escape responsi- 
bility for the deeds of a Government which was their own Govern- 
ment and which had its home in their capital. Had the people of 
Austria, in the years preceding the war endeavoured to curb the 
militarist and domineering spirit by which the Government of the 
Hapsburg Monarchy was animated, had they made any effective pro- 
test against the war, or refused to assist and support their rulers in 
prosecuting it, some attention might now be paid to this plea. But 
the fact that the war was acclaimed on its outbreak in Vienna, that 
the people of Austria were its ardent supporters from start to finish, 
and that they did nothing to dissociate themselves from the policy 
of their Government and its Allies until they had been defeated in 
the field, makes it clear, that according to any canon of justice, they 
must be held to bear their full measure of responsibility for the crime 
which has brought such misery on the world. 

There is, however, a further fact to which the Allied and Asso- 
ciated Powers feel bound to point. The later Hapsburg system be- 
came, in its essence, a system for maintaining the ascendancy of the 
German and Magyar peoples over the majority of the inhabitants 
of the Austro-Hungarian Monarchy. This ancient and effete autoc- 
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racy, with its militarist traditions, was maintained in existence 
through the vigorous support of the inhabitants of Austria and of 
Hungary, because it gave to them a position of political and economic 
domination over their fellow subjects. It was the policy of racial 
ascendancy and oppression, to which the people of Austria gave their 
steady support, which was one of the deeper causes of the war. It 
led to those irredentist movements along the frontiers of Austria- 
Hungary which kept Europe in a ferment of unrest. It led to the 
growing dependence of Austria-Hungary on Germany, and conse- 
quently to the subordination of Austro-Hungarian policy to the pan- 
German plans of domination, and in the end it led to a situation in 
which the rulers of the Austro-Hungarian Monarchy could see no 
other way of preserving their own power than to deliberately set 
to work to destroy the liberty of a small and independent State 
which kept alive the vision of liberty among their oppressed brethren, 
which blocked the way to Constantinople and the East. In the 
opinion, therefore, of the Allied and Associated Powers, it is impos- 
sible to admit the plea of the Austrian Delegation that the people 
of Austria do not share the responsibility of the Government which 
provoked the war, or that they ought to escape the duty of making 
reparation to the utmost of their capacity to those whom they, and 
the Government they sustained, have so grievously wronged. The 
principles upon which the draft Treaty was based must therefore 
stand. Until the signing of the Peace the people of Austria are, and 
will remain, an enemy people. Upon its signature they will become 
a state with whom the Allied and Associated Powers hope and expect 
to maintain friendly relations. 

2. The Austrian Delegation have further protested against the ar- 
rangements under the Treaty governing their relations with the new 
States formed out of the late Austro-Hungarian Monarchy. The Al- 
- lied and Associated Powers feel bound to point out that the disabilities 
from which Austria will suffer will arise not from the provisions of 
the Treaty, but mainly from the policy of ascendancy which its people 
have pursued in the past. Had the policy of Austria-Hungary been 
one of liberality and justice to all its people, the Upper Danube States 
might have remained in friendly economic and political unity. As it 
was the policy of ascendancy produced one of the cruellest tragedies 
of the late war, when millions of the subject peoples of Austria- 
Hungary were driven, under pain of death, to fight against their will 
in an army which was being used to perpetuate their own servitude, 
as well as to compass the destruction of liberty in Europe. Many of 
these peoples protested against the war, and, for their protests, suf- 
fered confiscation, imprisonment or death. Many more, who were 
captured or escaped, joined the Armies of the Allies and played their 
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part in the war of liberation. But they are now, one and all, deter- 
mined, and rightly determined, to set themselves up as independent 
States. They will trust Vienna no more. The policy of ascendancy 
has borne its inevitable fruit in the fact of partition, and it is this 
partition which lies at the root of Austria’s troubles to-day. Vienna 
was made the economic and political centre of the Empire. Every- 
thing was artificially concentrated there. Outlying districts and rail- 
ways were starved in order that the capital might thrive. The break- 
up of Austria-Hungary, cutting these centralised economic filaments 
in two, can hardly fail to inflict the severest blows upon the State of 
Austria and its capital. But the dissolution of the Monarchy, with 
its consequences, is the direct outcome of that fatal policy of domina- 
tion for which the people of Austria are themselves principally to 
blame. 

3. The Allied and Associated Powers, however, have no wish to 
add to the hardships of Austria’s position. On the contrary, they are 
anxious to do all in their power to assist her people to accommodate 
themselves to their new position and to recover their prosperity, pro- 
vided always it is not at the expense of the new States formed out of 
the late Empire. The break-up of the Monarchy has given rise to 
many difficult problems in the relations between the new States which 
under the Treaty are its heirs. It has always been recognised as rea- 
sonable that the relations between the citizens of the succeeding States — 
should be regulated in certain respects differently from the relations 
between the citizens of Austria and those of the other Allied and 
Associated Powers. But, in view of the observations of the Austrian 
Delegation, the Allied and Associated Powers, while adhering to the 
general lines of the Treaty, have made considerable modifications in 
its economic provisions. The property of Austrian nationals in the 
territories ceded to the Allied Powers is to be restored to its owners 
free from any measures of liquidation or transfer taken since the 
Armistice, and is guaranteed similar freedom from seizure or liquida- 
tion in the future. Contracts between Austrian nationals and per- 
sons who acquire under the Treaty an Allied nationality are main- 
tained without the option of cancellation. Provision is made to ensure 
to Austria the supplies of coal from Czecho-Slovakia and Poland upon 
which she is dependent, in return for the reciprocal obligation to 
supply certain raw materials. Outstanding questions affecting na- 
tionals of Austria, which require settlement between Austria and its 
inheriting neighbours, are to be regulated by separate conventions, 
and these conventions are to be drawn up by a Conference to which 
Austria will be admitted on a footing of equality with the other States 
concerned. Details of these and other concessions will be found in the 
annexed reply. 
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Finally, the Reparation Commission will be instructed to carry out 
the duties confided to it in a strictly humanitarian manner. It will 
have due regard to the vital interests of the community, and will per- 
mit any mitigations which it may consider required by the food situa- 
tion in Austria. 

4, As regards the territorial limits established for the Republic of 
Austria, the Allied and Associated Powers are unable to admit any 
modifications in the decisions already communicated. Those decisions 
were arrived at after months of careful examination, and the observa- 
tions furnished by the Austrian Delegation have been found to con- 
tain no arguments which had not been considered by the Conference. 

In general, the Allied and Associated Powers have endeavoured to 
determine the boundaries of the States formed out of the late Austro- 
Hungarian Monarchy in such an equitable way as to conduce to the 
lasting peace of Central Europe. Thus they have drawn for Czecho- 
Slovakia the historical frontiers of the crown of Bohemia, and, so far 
as Austria is concerned, they have only departed from this frontier 
in two minor instances where the economic interests of the new State 
appeared, and still appear, to outweigh the claims of the Austrian 
Republic. In the case of Yugo-Slavia the Allied and Associated 
Powers have so far as possible followed the admitted linguistic bound- 
ary. As regards Hungary they have included within Austria certain 
German-speaking districts hitherto included within the Hungarian 
frontier. They believe that the frontiers now arranged are those 
which will best guarantee the existence of all the peoples concerned, 
including the Austrian, without exposing them to anarchy or interne- 
cine competition. 

As regards the Tyrol, the Allied and Associated Powers have been 
impressed by the fact that for decades the Italian people have suf- 
fered from the menace deliberately directed at their heart by the reten- 
tion in Austro-Hungarian hands of military outposts commanding the 
Italian plains. In these circumstances they have thought it best to 
accord to Italy the natural frontier of the Alps, which she has long 
demanded. 

5. The Allied and Associated Powers would further remind the 
Austrian Delegation that the Treaty of Peace makes special provisions 
for the protection of small communities such as the new Austria. It 
will no longer be possible for powerful empires to threaten with im- 
punity the political or economic life of their lesser neighbours. The 
clauses relating to Ports and Waterways guarantee to Austria under 
«nternational sanction access to the sea by land and water. The La- 
bour clauses will help to preserve the rights and raise the standards of 
life of her working population. The minority Treaties will safeguard 
the political, religious and linguistic rights of minorities transferred 
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to a new sovereignty under the Treaty of Peace. The League of 
Nations is not only a protector of Austria’s rights and liberty, to which 
the Allied and Associated Powers hope that the Republic of Austria 
will be admitted at a very early date, [sc] ® will not only protect the 
right of all signatories to the Treaty, but creates the means whereby 
such adjustments as facts or changing circumstances may prove to be 
necessary in the peace settlement itself, can be peacefully and lawfully 
made. ‘These features of the settlement proposed should not be for- 
gotten. 

6. In conclusion, the Allied and Associated Powers wish to make it 
clear that the modifications which they have now made in the draft 
Treaty are final. They wish further to state that if they have not 
replied specifically to every point in the reply of the Austrian Delega- 
tion, it is not because they have not taken them into careful con- 
sideration, nor must the absence of any reply be taken as an acquies- 
cence in, or an approval of, these contentions, nor must the present 
reply be taken as an authoritative interpretation of the text of the 
Treaty. 

The text of the Treaty which we send you to-day following upon that 
of the 20th July last, which had already undergone considerable 
changes since the original text of the 2nd June, must be accepted 
or rejected in the exact terms in which it is now drafted. 

Consequently the Allied and Associated Powers require from the 
Austrian Delegation within a period of five days counting from the 
date of the present communication, a declaration informing them 
that they are prepared to sign this Treaty as it now stands. 

So soon as this declaration has reached the Allied and Associated 
Powers, arrangements will be made for the immediate signature of 
peace at St. Germain-en-Laye. 

In default of such a declaration within the period above specified, 
the armistice concluded on the 8rd November, 1918, shall be con- 
sidered as having terminated, and the Allied and Associated Powers 
will take such steps as they may judge necessary to impose their con- 
ditions. 

Please accept, Monsieur le Président, the assurances, etc. 


* This clause is misplaced and apparently is a typographical error. The final 
text of the letter, as printed in Senate Document No. 121, 66th Cong., Ist sess., p. 7, 
reads as follows: “The League of Nations to which the Allied and Associated 
Powers hope the Republic of Austria may be admitted at an early date is not 
only the protectress of the rights and liberties of Austria; it will protect not 
merely the rights of all the signatories of the Treaty ; it institutes at the same 
time the organism by grace of which all arrangements may be made to intervene, 
in calm and legality,-which events or new circumstances may render necessary 
in course of the settlement of the peace.” s ad 
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Appendix B to HD-43 
[Translation *] 


Draft of a letter, agreed upon by the Representatives on the Re- 
parations Commission :— 


inited’ Stateee2, Hews, . Mr. J. F. Dulles. 
British’ Bmpire Pe6 ese. Colonel Peel. 
PrancesunrmTec. 2yve} . . M. Loucheur. 
Beall rerotn Shen iy sara’, M. d’Amelio. 


In the carrying out of article 175 of the Conditions of Peace with 
Austria, the Reparations Commission can delegate such powers as it 
will judge proper to the section formed to consider the special ques- 
tions arising from the application of the treaty. 

Therefore: 

The Commission shall receive instructions so that this special sec- 
tion may assemble in regular manner at Vienna and in the shortest 
possible time after the coming into effect of the treaty. 

This section, acting as representative of the Reparations Commis- 
sion in all matters relating to a survey of the resources and capacities 
of Austria, shall receive all the information which it may require 
and which is provided for in article 182 of the Conditions of Peace. 

It shall be charged with “hearing all the arguments and testimony 
presented by Austria on all questions relating to her capacity to make 
payment” (Annex IT of Part VII). 

To facilitate the presentation of documents and testimony, Austria 
will be represented before the section by a commissioner who will be 
summoned to the sessions of the section whenever it may be deemed 
necessary, but who shall not have the right to vote. 

The section shall be charged with observance of the financial ad- 
justments, with mediation between the interested governments under 
the conditions prescribed in article 211, and with naming arbiters upon 
demand of the interested governments. 





Appendix C to HD-43 
[Translation ] | 
[Report of the Drafting Committee] 
Articie 61 or THE GeRMAN CONSTITUTION 


In response to the decision of August 27th [28th] last," the Draft. 
ing Committee has agreed to submit to the Supreme Council the 
following opinion :— 


» Translation from the French supplied by the editors. 
1 HD-41, minute 3, vol. vu, p. 957 
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(1) Article 61 of the German Constitution of August 11, 1919, 
is not consistent with the spirit of article 80 of the German Treaty. 

(2) The dispatch of the note formulated below, and the insertion of 
the following stipulation in the Austrian Treaty would tend to pre- 
vent subsequent disputes: 


(a) Note to Germany: 


The Allied and Associated Powers, having taken note of the 
German Constitution of August 11, 1919, inform the German Govern- 
ment that they consider that the provision in article 61, paragraph 2, 
of the said Constitution does not satisfy the spirit of article 80 of the 
Treaty of Peace signed at Versailles on June 28, 1919, and that, in 
accordance with article 178 of that Constitution, the provision re- 
ferred to above cannot have any effect out of harmony with the con- 
ditions stipulated in article 80 of the said Treaty of Peace. 


(6) Draft of an article to be inserted in the Austrian Treaty: 


The independence of Austria is inalienable except by consent of 
the Council of the League of Nations. Austria undertakes, there- 
fore, to refrain, unless by consent of the said Council, from any act 
tending to compromise its independence directly or indirectly and by 
any means whatever, and particularly, before its admission as a mem- 
ber of the League of Nations, by way of participation in the affairs of 
some other power. 


For the Drafting Committee, 
Henri FROMAGEOT 
Aveust 29, 1919. 


Appendix D to HD-43 


[Translation *] 
[Report of the Drafting Committee] 


Paris, August 26, 1919. 


By its resolution of August 23 [22], the Supreme Council has 
asked of the Drafting Committee the folowing question: 


“Numerous points in the treaty must be settled by convention be- 
tween interested states. What procedure is to be followed? To what 
arbitration is there to be an appeal if one of the interested states raises 
objections? Is article 13 of the Covenant of the League of Nations, 
which provides for a procedure, adequate?” 


The Drafting Committee has the honor to reply as follows: 
(1) Article 18 of the Covenant contemplates a dispute between 
members of the League of Nations, and is not applicable, therefore, 


* Translation from the French supplied by the editors. 
“ HD-36, minute 8, vol. vu, p. 789. 
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” a dispute with Austria so long’as the latter is not included in the 
eague; 

(2) So far it would not appear that a method of arbitration or other 
procedure is provided by the treaty for the case under consideration ; 

(8) The following arrangement may be proposed : 

In every case in which the present treaty provides for the settle- 
ment of a particular question between certain states by means of a 
special convention to be concluded between the interested states, it is 
now and hereafter understood among the High Contracting Parties 
that the difficulties which may arise in this respect should be settled 
by the Principal Allied and Associated Powers, until such time as 
Austria may be admitted as a member of the League of Nations. 


For the Drafting Committee, 
Henri FROMAGEOT 





Appendix E to HD-43 
Divergences in the Covenant 


Report of the Committee shows that the French text is in many 
places capable of bearing a different interpretation to the English, 
though the English was the text originally agreed to. 

Article 1. French text. might mean that.a signatory power who fails 
to ratify the Treaty might join the League by adhering. The English 
text makes it plain that it is only non-signatories who can adhere. 

Again as to withdrawal. Withdrawal is only permissible if two 
years notice is given and all obligations have been fulfilled “a ce 
moment”. Under the French text these words are ambiguous, but 
the English makes it clear that it applies to the moment of with- 
drawal. 

Article 10—in many ways the most important of the Covenant. 
The English text makes it clear that the guarantee is only against 
external aggression, whereas the French is vaguer and might imply 
a guarantee against aggression including internal. 

The English text is necessary therefore to give precision to the 
meaning. 

The German Treaty has now been signed and cannot be altered. 
In that Treaty the French and English texts are of equal value; 
consequently the divergences cannot be got rid of. 

If the Austrian Treaty is signed with a provision that the French 
text shall prevail, additional complications to those given above will 
ensue. 

e. g. China, having refused to sign the German Treaty will come 
into the League through the Austrian Treaty: her rights and her 
obligations under the League and those of other Powers towards 
her would be that of the French text alone. The somewhat serious 
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divergence in Article 10 under which the Powers undertake to pre- 
serve the Members from all aggression, including internal, in the 
French text, and from external aggression in the English text is of 
particular importance in the case of China. 

It would be equally impossible in the Austrian Treaty to make the 
English text alone the predominant text, because that again would 
change the status quo created by the German Treaty. 

The position of neutral States which are to adhere must be borne 
in mind. There is but one League and one Covenant, and it would 
be intolerable if a State might claim to have adhered under the 
Austrian Treaty and therefore be bound by slightly different rules. 

The only course is to perpetuate the conditions of the German 
Treaty and to make the French and English text of the Covenant 
of equal value in all treaties in which the Covenant is reproduced. 

The Labour Convention is also reproduced textually from the 
German Treaty and will appear in all the Treaties of Peace. What- 
ever rule is adopted as to the Covenant should apply to the Labour 
Convention. 

To give effect to the suggestion the Drafting Committee should 
be directed to word the Final Clause as follows :— 


The present Treaty in French, in English and in Italian shall be 
ratified. In case of divergence the French text shall prevail, except in 
Parts I and XIII where the French and English texts shall be of 
equal force. 


Paris Peace Conf. 180.03501/44 


Notes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers Held in M. Pichon’s Room at the Quai d’Orsay, Paris, on 
Monday, September 1, 1919, at 11 a. m. 


UNITED STATES OF 
AMERICA 


Hon. F. L. Polk. 


Secretary 
Mr. L. Harrison. 


PRESENT 


BrItTisH EMPIRE 
Rt. Hon. A. J. Balfour. 


Secretaries 


Mr. H. Norman. 
Sir George Clerk. 


HD-44 


FRANCE 


M. Clemenceau. 
M. Pichon. 


Secretaries 

M. Dutasta. 

M. Berthelot. 

M. de Saint-Quentin. 


ITALY JAPAN 
M. Tittoni. M. Matsui. 
Secretary Secretary 
M. Paterno. M. Kawai. 


Joint Secretariat 


America, Unirep States or ... Mr, C. Russell. 
‘BRPTISH TWMPIRW: 6 .c/: se 2 S58 Capt. E, Abraham. 
Wrawomé Jfiiiiiteee 2s Sfs.trl aie . M. de Percin. 


Interpreter—M. Camerlynck 


Lt-Colonel Jones. 


The following were also present for the items in which they were concerned :— 


AMERICA, UNITED STATES OF 


Professor Coolidge. 
Mr. A. Dulles. 


BritIsH EMPIRE 


Mr. Headlam-Morley. 
Mr, A. Leeper. 

Hon. H. Nicolson. 
Mr. Carr. 

Colonel Horlick. 


FRANCE 

M. Tardieu. 

M. J. Cambon. 
General Le Rond. 
M. Aubert. 

M. Alphand. 

M. Kammerer. 
M. Laroche. 
Colonel Jourin. 
M. de Montille. 


ITALY 
M. Stranieri. 


M. Galli. 
M. Brambilla. 


“+* 4° Colonel Castoldi. 


Capt. Rossi. 
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1, The Council had before it the text contained in Appendix “A”. 
Mr. HeaptaM-Mortey said that the Treaty before the Council was 
similar to that with Roumania already approved by the Council. 
There were three such Treaties, one with Roumania, one with Jugo- 
Slavia and one with Greece, all on the same lines. 
Treaty With Serb- The Treaty with Greece would be ready in a few days. 
Btnte ter tha The Committee had had the advantage of consulta- 
Minorities tion with M. Venizelos in regard to the last of these 
Treaties. The suggestions he had made had been 
very helpful. His attitude had been very different from that 
adopted by the other States. As to the Treaty with the Serb-Croat- 
Slovene State, the Delegation of that State had protested both 
against the principles of the Treaty as a whole, and also against its 
application to old Serbia. The first of these objections was no con- 
cern of the Committee. As to the second, the Committee was of 
opinion that the questions involved were questions of principle which 
should govern the whole policy of the State. The Committee thought 
that it was not practically possible to distinguish between one part 
of the territory of the Serb-Croat-Slovene State and another. Serbia 
in 1912 had had a population of three millions, but after the Balkan 
war, this population increased to five millions, and at the present 
time it amounted to twelve millions. The State, moreover, had 
changed its name and a Constituent Assembly was to be gathered 
in order to draw up the Constitution for the whole territory. The 
Committee therefore, thought it was fair to consider the whole as a 
new State. It did not think that the stipulations in the Draft Treaty 
represented any real derogation from the authority of the sovereign 
State. 

M. Cremenceau asked whether the supervision of the Minority 
Clauses was to vest in the Allied and Associated Powers, or in the 
League of Nations. 

Mr. Heapiam-Mortey said that the State conferred these rights on 
the Allied and Associated Powers pending the creation of a League 
of Nations, and thereafter stipulated that they should be transferred 
to the latter. 

M. Crumenczav said that this provision satisfied him. 

Mr. Hraptam-Mortsy said that there was agreement in the Com- 
mittee on all points save one. Before proceeding to describe this 
point, he wished to draw attention to the very first sentence of the 
preamble. The date 1913 had been deliberately chosen in order to 
show that the Treaty had under consideration, not only the acquisi- 
tion of territory made subsequent to the Great War, but also those 
which resulted from the Balkan War. This was the more necessary 
as the territory acquired in the Balkan war contained most of the 
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population for whom special minority legislation was necessary, 
for instance, Macedonia. All were agreed that a strong and a just 
Government was necessary in Serbia. It was even more necessary 
that the Government should be strong than that it should be just. 
Macedonia was now to be delivered to Serbia in perpetuity. The 
question arose whether any restriction, not contained in the general 
clauses, for the protection of Minorities, should be imposed on the 
Serbian Government in this area. The French Delegation was of 
opinion that nothing should be done in this sense. The argument 
was that freedom of religion and language were to prevail in Mace- 
donia and that the population would have appeal to the League of 
Nations. The French Delegation thought this sufficient. The Ital- 
ian Delegation on the other hand proposed a far reaching scheme 
amounting to a special form of autonomous Government for Mace- 
donia. He would not explain this scheme as the British Delegation 
had not supported it. He would prefer that it should be explained 
by a member of the Italian Delegation. The American, British and 
Japanese Delegations proposed what was included in the first ver- 
sion of Article 12 (see Appendix “A”). The suggestion was that 
the League of Nations should have their representative living in the 
country, who should report to the League and give advice to the 
Serbian Government. It was thought the presence of such a repre- 
sentative would be beneficial to the population as well as to the 
Serbian Government and might help to avoid outbreaks of violence. 
It was proposed that this arrangement should last five years. He 
had taken the liberty of consulting the Secretary-General of the 
League of Nations unofficially. He, on his side, made no objection. 

M. Trrronz said that he would not insist on the Italian proposal 
(see second version of Article 12, Appendix “A”). He was ready to 
adhere to the proposal of the majority. 

M. Berruexor said that the view of the French Delegation was 
that the Article proposed by the American, British and Japanese 
Delegations constituted an obvious mark of distrust of the Serbian 
Government. It had a further objectionable feature in that it left 
Macedonia open to Greek and Bulgarian intrigue, instead of allowing 
it to merge into Serbia, as it more naturally should, since it became 
part of Serbian territory. He thought the proposal would make it 
very difficult for the Serbian Government to accept the Treaty, espe- 
cially as no special reasons for this distrust could be alleged. 

Mr. Poux asked whether the proposal applied only to Macedonia. 

Mr. Heapuam-Morzey said that it was intended to apply not only 
to Macedonia, but also to areas in the neighbourhood of Albania, where 
a considerable part of the population was Albanian. 
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M. Brrruexor said that those people, like other minorities, had 
certain guarantees, including appeal to the League of Nations. The 
view of the French Delegation was that the Serbian Government ha 
not deserved any special mark of suspicion. ‘ 

M. Trrront observed that the measure was a temporary one, and 
that the Commissioner could be withdrawn after five years. 

M. Cremencnav said that he would prefer to tell the Serbian Goy- 
ernment that the League of Nations would establish a Commissioner 
in the country if disturbances arose. The Minority Treaties were 
already ill-received by the Poles and the Roumanians. He thought it 
very undesirable to incur the ill-will of the Jugo-Slavs as well. 

Mr. Batrour said that he also would like to avoid hurting the 
feelings of the Serbs. Apart from their feelings, however, he thought 
there were strong arguments in favour of the British, American, 
Japanese proposal. It was said that the people of Macedonia could 
appeal to the League of Nations if they were oppressed. Was it not 
better for the League of Nations to have an Officer on the spot who 
could report on the state of the country, rather than to receive Dele- 
gations from Macedonia in Geneva, Brussels or wherever the seat 
of the League might be? In the latter alternative, the League of 
Nations would have a poor chance of estimating the comparative 
mendacity of the reports brought to them. The Council had had 
experience of the kind of evidence supplied from the Balkans. There 
was equally hard swearing on both sides, and it was hardly ever 
possible to disentangle rights and wrongs. The Commissioner on 
the spot, assuming he were an able man, would know what really 
happened and he could give the League better evidence than could 
ever be obtained from rival Delegations. He did, however, think it 
was a serious matter to give offence to small Nations who were per- 
haps unduly sensitive about their sovereign rights. He was therefore 
inclined somewhat favourably towards M. Clemenceau’s proposal; but 
it involved delivering Macedonia to the mercy of the Serbs until such 
time as the arrangement broke down. 

Mr. Heapiam-Mortry said that the Committee had been influenced 
by the evidence of people with a knowledge of Balkan affairs. They 
had led the Committee to apprehend not legal injustices as in Poland, 
but outbreaks of illegal violence, such as massacres and petty perse- 
cutions. He ventured to suggest that if the outbreak of such forms 
of disorder were to be awaited, the object of the Conference would 
not be attained. He thought it could be fairly stated to the Serb- 
Croat-Slovene Delegation that it was a matter of common knowledge 
that they would have trouble in governing certain areas, and it would 
be an advantage not only to the local populations, but also to their 
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Government, to have a representative of the League of Nations on 
the spot. 

M. Cremenceav said that the adoption of the preventive system 
would cause the Conference to have great difficulties with the Serbs. 
On the merits, he thought Mr. Headlam-Morley was quite right, but 
the result of any stipulation such as he proposed would be to en- 
courage a large section of the Macedonian population to have recourse 
to the Commissioner of the League of Nations in opposition to the 
Central Serbian Government. This would in the end probably come 
about, but he would prefer that it should come about as the result 
of the faults of the Serbian Government, rather than as the result of 
action by the Conference. 

M. Trrront said that he thought an extraordinary commissioner 
might possibly cause annoyance. The desired result might be ob- 
tained by extending the powers of Consuls in Macedonia. 

M. Cremenceav said that conflict would inevitably ensue with any 
such system. It might even amount to the re-introduction of the 
“capitulations”. 

Mr. Heapuam-Mortey said that the object of the Committee should 
be to do away with any reminiscences of the old control of the Powers. 
A very careful attempt had been made to avoid this difficulty. 

Mr. Porx said that he felt the same scruple as M. Clemenceau. He 
did not wish to hurt the national pride of the Serbs. On the other 
hand if nothing was done the Macedonians would suffer. 

M. Cuemenceav said it was for this reason that he suggested the 
threat of imposing a Commissioner. He suggested that a formula 
be introduced in the Treaty to the effect that the League of Nations 
would send a Commissioner to Macedonia, should trouble arise in the 
area. The Serbs would understand that they must behave. 

Mr. Por asked whether M. Clemenceau suggested the insertion of 
this in the Treaty of Peace itself. 

M. Tarvrev said that he thought that if anything of the sort was 
said, it would be better to say it in a letter, but he did not think it 
desirable to say anything of the kind. Why should Macedonia be 
specially singled out? 

Mr. Pox asked whether the suggestion could not be made to the 
Serb, Croat Slovene Delegation. Their opinion might then be ob- 
tained. 

Mr. Heapiam-Mortey said that though the Delegation had not seen 
the draft Treaty, he was quite certain they would refuse to sign it. 
He did, however, think it urgent to submit the Treaty to them. They 
would certainly make comment on the Article as at present drafted. It 
was better to submit it to them in a strong form, in order to have a 
margin for concessions. 
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Mr. Porx said he thought in the end it would be necessary to amend 
the Article in the sense suggested by M. Clemenceau. He agreed, 
however, that the Article in its present form might be shown to the 
Serbs. 

Mr. Heraptam-Mortey said that the Committee wished genuinely to 
obtain the views of the Delegation. The Committee had not had the 
advantage of discussing the question with them in consequence of 
their uncompromising attitude. The conversations with M. Veni- 
zelos on the other hand had been very fruitful. 

Mr. Baxrour asked what the Committee would do if the Serbs re- 
garded the Article as such an insult to them that they refused to dis- 
cuss it. 

M. Trrront suggested that the Article be so worded as not to impose 
a Commissioner, but to suggest the appointment of one if necessary. 

M. Tarprev said that whatever the situation in Macedonia might 
be, he did not think it right to add a special provision to the clauses, 
which in themselves were extremely unpopular. There were other 
areas in which disturbances might be expected. He did not look for- 
ward to the administration of part of Serbia by the League of Na- 
tions. Such a provision could not in any case be made general. 

Mr. Barrour said that the Commissioner, he thought, would not 
have an agreeable post. He would have no executive authority and 
no protection. He could only offer advice which might be neglected 
with impunity. There seemed to be areas in which mutual massacres 
were the only method of reaching conclusions. 

Mr. Heapiam-Mortey said that this was what the Committee 
expected would take place, if no arrangements were made in antici- 
pation. There would be at once considerable agitation fostered by 
the friends of the Bulgars, in America, Great Britain and perhaps 
in France. They would claim the attention of the League of Na- 
tions; and the trouble would be aggravated. 

M. Tarvrev said that if information was all that was desired, 
consuls could make reports. 

Mr. Huapiam-Mortey said that this was the old: system, which it 
was desirable to eschew. 

M. Tarvrev said that the old system included international gen- 
darmerie. The appointment of a Commissioner appeared to re- 
introduce that system, in contradiction of the principles of the Con- 
ference, and in particular of the League of Nations. 

Mr. Hxeapiam-Mortey said that he accepted M. Tardiew’s general 
criticism, but that he thought this special exception was justified. 

Mr. Batrour said that no doubt the Serbs, if they knew their own 
interests, would suggest the appointment of the Commissioner 
themselves, but it was clear they did not. 
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M. Picuon said that what chiefly shocked the world in the Aus- 
trian ultimatum to Serbia was the violation of Serbian sovereignty. 
If the Conference were to adopt the same course, Serbia would refuse 
to sign. M. Pachitch had already declared quite clearly that he 
would not. 

Mr. Batrour enquired whether the League of Nations had a right 
under the Covenant to send representatives to make an enquiry, 
should massacres take place. 

Mr. Heapuam-Mortey said that the League had this power accord- 
ing to the terms of the Minority Treaties; in this instance, according 
to Article 11, the League of Nations could act if an infraction of the 
Treaty occurred. . 

M. Cremenceav after reading Article 11, expressed the opinion 
that these stipulations were sufficient to protect Macedonian and 
Albanian minorities in the Serbian State. 

Mr. Batrour agreed that it would be easier in practice to give 
effect to Article 11, rather than to Article 12. 

M. Trrron1 suggested that the words “prendre telles mesures” be 
substituted for the words “procéder de telle fagon” in the French 
text of Article 11. 

(It was then decided to accept the Treaty as a whole, to expunge 
Article 12 entirely, to amend Article 11 by the substitution of the 
words “prendre telles mesures” for “procéder de telle facon”, and, 
after the necessary drafting amendments, to communicate the Treaty 
to the Serb-Croat-Slovene Delegation. ) 

2. M. Tarprev explained the letter sent by M. Venizelos to the Presi- 
dent of the Council on the 24th August.. (Appendix “B”.) He 

pointed out that since then a new element in the 


Frontiers of situation had been introduced by the telegram from 
in Thrace President Wilson (Appendix “O”). This telegram 


set aside both the alternatives considered. 

M.:Cremenceav said that he thought that it was a very dangerotis 
proposal to ask the Commissioner at Constantinople to take charge 
of an area containing 700,000 Greeks and 700,000 Turks, who would 
be in a continual state of warfare. He could not therefore accept 
the proposals made by President Wilson, but he was ready to listen 
to any new proposals that might be made. 

M. Trrronr suggested that the question be adjourned, as no de- 
cision could be reached that day. 

Mr. Batrour pointed out that the Bulgarians were awaiting the 
Treaty, which must be completed without further delay. 

M. Cremenceav said that if President Wilson adhered to his pro- 
posal it was not possible to reach a settlement. 
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Mr. Baurour said that the future of Constantinople and Asia 
Minor need not be settled before the conclusion of the Treaty with 
Bulgaria. It was possible to say that Bulgaria should have nothing 
south or south-east of a given line. The fate of the territories out- 
side that line might be reserved. 

M. Trrront said that if this plan was followed, difficulties would 
arise in Western Thrace. Eastern Thrace could be reserved without 
any difficulty, as it was occupied by Turkish troops. But the Bulgari- 
ans would be called upon to evacuate that part of Western Thrace 
they at present occupied. If so, they must be told to whom they were 
to deliver the country. 

M. Tarorev said that there was also a difficulty for Greece if the 
decision were adjourned until the fate of Constantinople had been 
settled. 

Mr. Batrovr said that it was possible to distinguish between the 
questions at issue. The most pressing of the problems was to decide 
what was the boundary of Bulgaria. The other questions as to exactly 
how the parts of the Turkish Empire South of the Bulgarian bound- 
ary should be disposed of, could be for the time being deferred. As 
to President Wilson’s telegram, he could not help feeling the Presi- 
dent had not given sufficient consideration to the position of M. 
Venizelos. M. Venizelos was the only statesman in the Balkans who 
had sincerely tried to assist the Conference, and whose policy aimed 
at maintaining peace in the Balkans, yet if the American policy in 
Eastern Europe were carried out, Greece of all these States, would 
fare worst. Serbia would acquire three times as much territory as 
she previously possessed. Roumania, in spite of her constant defiance 
of the Conference, would double her population. Poland and Czecho- 
Slovakia, were created by the Conference itself. Greece, if a large 
Greek population in Thrace were not added to her, would hardly in- 
crease at all, except in national debt which was as great as Bulgaria’s, 
even when the Bulgarian indemnity of £90,000,000 was counted in. . He 
thought that it was not altogether fair to treat M. Venizelos in this 
manner nor did he believe it to be in the interest of Peace, especially 
as all Greece asked for was the application of the Fourteen Points. 
The President’s message, however, must be seriously considered. »He 
therefore suggested that a line be adopted for the purpose of: the 
Treaty with Bulgaria and that the attribution of all territories south 
of it be reserved. 

M. Taroreu said that to the reasons adduced by Mr. Balfour might 
be added the fact that Greece since the Armistice, at the instance of 
the Conference, had mobilised three more divisions than she had under 
arms during the war. She had increased. her army from 9 to 12 di- 
visions. Greece was the only Power which had increased her Army 
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since the Armistice. Out of 7} million Greeks living in compact 
masses in Greece, Thrace and Asia Minor, 2,300,000 living at the very 
gates of their own country would be excluded from it by the Presi- 
dent’s plan. He did not think this would conduce to peace. There 
was also another aspect to the question. The Council had seen fit to 
deny the Hapsburgs the recovery of the throne in Hungary. If 
Greece were to be treated as was now suggested, King Constantine 
would be back on the throne within six months. He agreed that Mr. 
Balfour’s solution would meet the practical necessity of framing a 
treaty for Bulgaria, but he thought the arguments raised against the 
President’s message should be put to him. 

Mr. Potx said he would gladly send the arguments to President 
Wilson. He heartily agreed with what Mr. Balfour had said concern- 
ing the attitude of M. Venizelos during the Conference. This attitude 
had always been most loyal and generous. It was therefore most 
distasteful to the American Delegation to adopt any decision not im- 
mediately acceptable to M. Venizelos. He did not wish to enter into 
all the reasons which had determined President Wilson. He would 
only point out to M. Tardieu that, if all the Greeks outside Greece 
were allowed to join Greece, it was rather the territory round Con- 
stantinople than the territory round Adrianople which would become 
Greek. He felt sure that the danger of the restoration of Constantine 
was recognised by President Wilson. 

(It was decided that the Central Territorial Committee should de- 
termine a boundary line in accordance with President Wilson’s mes- 
sage, as the Southern frontier of Bulgaria. The portion of Western 
Thrace to be ceded by Bulgaria would be ceded to the Allied and 
Associated Powers. This territory would be occupied by British, 
French, Italian and Greek troops, the last being kept in the portion 
of this territory by general agreement attributed to Greece. The 
Treaty should, further, stipulate for Bulgarian access to a port on the 
Aegean.) 

3. Mr. Baurour said that he had sent M. Clemenceau’s proposals 
(See H. D. 42, Minute 4,)+ to the British Government with a personal 

opinicn in their favour, and was waiting to hear fur- 
Gituation in ther as to representatives being sent out to confer 
regarding details. 

‘(It was agreed the question should be adjourned.) 

4, Mr. Batrour said that he understood the policy of the Confer- 
ence to be that repatriation of the German prisoners in British and 

American hands should be carried out without delay 
Repatriation of — under the auspices of an Inter-Allied Commission. 
It was not intended that the Commission should delay 





* Ante, p. 5. 
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repatriation, even for an hour. The Commission itself was mere 
camouflage. He was ready to discuss any report the Commission might 
make, provided repatriation went on in the meantime. He did not, 
however, think that it was necessary for the Commission to make any 
report. All it had to do was to give a free hand to the British and 
American Authorities to carry out the repatriation. On Saturday he 
had heard that the engine drivers on the French trains said that they 
would take no German prisoner trains into Germany without a direct 
order from M. Clemenceau. 

M. Ciemenceav said that no obstruction had been put by him on 
the process of repatriation. 

M. AtpHanp explained the report made to the Council (Appendix 
“D”) and the interpretation of its orders made by the Commission. 
He further pointed out that the Treaty stipulated that repatriation 
of prisoners should be carried out with the help of German rolling 
stock. 

M. CLemMEeNncgav pointed out that it had not been intended that the 
Commission should make any arrangements with the Germans. All 
it was to do was to facilitate in every way the repatriation of the 
prisoners held by the British and the Americans. 

M. Marsur asked whether there was any objection to a discussion 
within the Commission regarding repatriation of prisoners held by 
the Japanese. F 

M. Cremenceav said that he saw no objection. 

M. Atpuanp asked whether German civilian prisoners held by the 
French Government should also be repatriated. 

M. Cremenceav replied in the negative. 

5. The Council had before it a draft note to the German Govern- 
ment regarding the violation of the Treaty constituted by Article 61 

in the new German Constitution. (Appendix “E”.) 


Article 61 of the M. CLeMENcEav said that he saw several solutions, 
ew German ° ° ° 
Constitution none of which were entirely satisfactory. One was 


to tell the Germans that the Treaty would not be rati- 
fied unless they altered their Constitution. Another was to say that, 
as Article 178 of the German Constitution rendered Article 61 inopera- 
tive, the German Government was asked to acknowledge the nullity 
of the latter. The third idea that. struck him was that the Council 
should avail itself of the article in the Treaty providing for a pro- 
longation of the occupation of the Rhine if guarantees against German 
aggression appeared insufficient; ce 
M. Tarprev pointed out that Article 428 of the Treaty of Peace 
with Germany stipulated for something to take place after the lapse 
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of 15 years. The breach of the Treaty complained of had just 
occurred. It seemed a long time to wait before taking action. 

Mr. Batrour said he thought the notion of not ratifying the 
Treaty must be rejected. He thought, however, it would be quite 
legitimate to occupy more territory on the East of the Rhine should 
the Germans not amend their Constitution. 

M. Tarvtev agreed with Mr. Balfour that action should be taken 
at once of such a kind as to discourage Germany from a repetition 
of the offence. 

Mr. Batrour pointed out that the German Government alone could 
do nothing. It could not alter the Constitution. It could interpret 
it but its interpretation could be called in question by another Gov- 
ernment. Only the German Parliament could deal with the matter 
and the German Parliament was not sitting. He suggested that the 
German Government be told that it had committed a breach of the 
Treaty which could not be accepted, and that this breach must be 
remedied within a certain time, failing which the Allied and Asso- 
ciated Powers would take such action as they might think fit. 

M. Cremenceav suggested that such action might be the occupa- 
tion of Frankfurt. 

(It was decided that M. Berthelot should re-draft the message to 
the German Government regarding the breach of the Treaty con- 
stituted by Article 61 of the new German Constitution in the spirit of 
the discussion and that the new draft should be considered at the 
following meeting.) 

(The meeting then adjourned.) 


Astoria Horet, 1 September, 1919. 





Appendix A to HD-44 
KINGDOM OF THE SERBS, CROATS AND SLOVENES 
Draft of a Treaty’ 


Between 

Tue Unirep States or Amurica, Great Brirain, France, Ivary, 
AND JAPAN, Described as the Principal Allied and Associated Powers, 

On the one hand; 

And Tue Kinepom or THE SERBS, CROATS AND SLOVENES, 

On the other hand; 

Whereas since the commencement of the year 1913 large accessions 
of territory have been made to the Kingdom of Serbia and 


2 Dated August 22,1919; draft in French and English. 
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Whereas the Croat and Slovene peoples have, of their own free 
will, determined to unite with Serbia in a permanent union for the 
Words in Rrackerys  PUPPOSE of forming a single sovereign independent 
Proposed by the State under the title of the Kingdom of the Serbs, 


British and 


japanese Delega- Croats and Slovenes, and 

ms, No . ° 

Accepted by the Whereas the Prince Regent of Serbia and the Ser- 
French, American : : : 

and Italian bian Government have agreed to this union (and 


maiiehsa have agreed to summon a Constituent Assembly 


elected on a basis of free and universal suffrage for the establishment 
of the Constitution of the Kingdom) , and 

Whereas the Kingdom of Serbia has, in consequence, been trans- 
formed into the Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes, and has 
assumed sovereignty over the territories inhabited by these peoples, 
and 

Whereas it is necessary to regulate certain matters of international 
concern arising out of the said accessions of territory and of this 
union and 

Whereas it is desired to free Serbia from certain obligations which 
she undertook by the Treaty of Berlin of 1878* to certain. Powers 
and to substitute for them obligations to the League of Nations, and 

Whereas the Serb-Croat-Slovene State of its own free will desires 
to give to the populations of all territories included within the State, 
of whatever race, language or religion they may be, full guarantees 
that they shall continue to be governed in accordance with the princi- 
ples of liberty and justice. 

For this purpose the following Representatives of the High Con- 
tracting Parties: 

Tue Presipenr or tHE Unrrep Srates or America, His Magzsry 
THE Kine or tHe Unrrep Kincpom or Great Brrrain anp Ireianp 
AND OF THE British Dominions Brronp THE Snas, EMPEROR OF Inpra, 
THE Presipent or THE Frencu Rervusiic, His Masesty tue Kring or 
Traty, H. M. raz Emprror or Japan, His Masesty tue Kine or THE 
SERBS, Croats AND SLOVENES. 

After having exchanged their full powers, found in good and due 
form, have agreed as follows: | 

The Allied and Associated Powers, signatories to the Treaty of 
Berlin of the 18th July, 1878, taking into consideration the obliga- 
tions contracted under the present Treaty by the Serb:Croat-Slovene 
State, recognize that the Serb-Croat-Slovene State is definitely dis- 
charged from the obligations undertaken in Article. . . of the said 
Treaty of Berlin. 





* Foreign Relations, 1878, p. 895. 
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Chapter I 
ARTICLE 1 


The Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes undertakes that 
the stipulations contained in Articles 2 to 8 of this chapter shall be 
recognised as fundamental laws, and that no laws, regulation or 
official action shall conflict or interfere with these stipulations, nor 
shall any law, regulation or official action prevail over them, 


ARTICLE 2 


The Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes, undertakes to 
assure full and complete protection of life and liberty to all in- 
habitants of the Kingdom without distinction of birth, nationality, 
language, race or religion. 

All inhabitants of the Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes, 
shall be entitled to the free exercise, whether public or private, of 
any creed, religion or belief, whose practices are not inconsistent with 
public order or public morals. 


ARTICLE 3 


The Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes admits and de- 
clares to be Serb-Croat-Slovene nationals ipso facto and without the 
requirement of any formality Austrian, Hungarian or Bulgarian 
nationals habitually resident [or: having indigénat]* at the date of 
the coming into force of the present Treaty in territory which is or 
may be recognised as forming part of the Kingdom of the Serbs, 
Croats and Slovenes under the Treaties with Austria, and Hungary 
respectively. 

Nevertheless, the persons referred to above who are over eighteen 
years of age will be entitled under the conditions contained in the 
said Treaties to opt for any other nationality which may be open 
to them. Option by a husband will cover his wife and option by 
parents will cover their children under eighteen years of age. 

Persons who have exercised the above right to opt must, except 
where it is otherwise provided in the Treaty of Peace with Austria 
and Hungary, transfer within the succeeding twelve months, their 
place of residence to the State for which they have opted. They will 
be entitled to retain their immovable property in the territory of 
the Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes. They may carry 
with them their movable property of every description. No export 
duties may be imposed upon them in connection with the removal 
of such property. 


3 Brackets here and in article 4 appear in the original. 
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ARTICLE 4 


The Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes admits and de- 
clares to be Serb-Croat-Slovene nationals ipso facto and without the 
requirement of any formality persons of Austrian, Hungarian or 
Bulgarian nationality who were born in the said territory of parents 
habitually resident [or: having indigénat] there, even if at the date 
of the coming into force of the present’ Treaty they are not them- 
selves habitually resident [or: having indigénat] there. 

Nevertheless, within two years after the coming into force of the 
present Treaty, these persons may make a declaration before the 
competent Serb-Croat-Slovene authorities in the country in which 
they are resident, stating that they abandon Serb-Croat-Slovene na- 
tionality, and they will then cease to be considered as Serb-Croat- 
Slovene nationals. In this connection a declaration by a husband will 
cover his wife, and.a declaration by parents will cover their children 
under eighteen years of age. 


ARTICLE 5 


The Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes undertakes to put 
no hindrance in the way of the exercise of the right which the 
persons concerned have, under the Treaties concluded or to be con- 
cluded by the Allied and Associated Powers with Austria or Hun- 
gary, to choose whether or not they will acquire Serb-Croat-Slovene 
nationality. 

ARTICLE 6 


All persons born in the territory of the Kingdom of the Serbs, 
Croats and Slovenes who are not born nationals of another State shall 
tpso facto become Serb-Croat-Slovene nationals. 


ARTICLE 7 


All Serb-Croat-Slovene nationals shall be equal before the law and 
shall enjoy the same civil and political rights without distinction as 
to race, language or religion. 

Difference of religion, creed or confession shall not prejudice any 
Serb-Croat-Slovene national in matters relating to, the enjoyment of 
civil or political rights, as for instance.admission to public employ- 
ments, functions and honours, or the exercise of professions and 
industries. ron 

No restriction shall be imposed on the free use by any Serb-Croat- 
Slovene. national of any language in private intercourse, in coms, 
merce, in religion, in the press or in publications of any kind, or at 
public meetings. 
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Notwithstanding any establishment by the Government of the 
Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes of an official language, 
adequate facilities shall be given to Serb-Croat-Slovene nationals of 
other than Serb, Croat or Slovene speech for the use of their language, 
either orally or in writing, before the courts. 


ARTICLE 8 


Serb-Croat-Slovene nationals who belong to racial, religious or lin- 
guistic minorities shall enjoy the same treatment and security in law 
and in fact as the other Serb-Croat-Slovene nationals. In particular 
they shall have an equal right to establish, manage and control at. their 
own expense charitable, religious and social institutions, schools and 
other educational establishments, with the right to use their own 
language and to exercise their religion freely therein. 


ARTICLE 9 


The Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes will provide in the 
public educational system in towns and districts in which a consider- 
able proportion of Serb-Croat-Slovene nationals of other than Serb, 
Croat and Slovene speech are resident adequate facilities for ensuring 
that in the primary schools the instruction shall be given to the children 
of such Serb-Croat-Slovene nationals through the medium of their own 
language. This provision shall not prevent the Goyernment of the 
Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes from making the teaching 
of the (Serbo-Croat) language obligatory in the said schools. 

In towns and districts where there is a considerable proportion of 
Serb-Croat-Slovene nationals belonging to racial, religious or linguis- 
tic minorities, these minorities shall be assured an equitable share in the 
enjoyment and application of the sums which may be provided out of 
public funds under the State, municipal or other budget, for 
educational, religious or charitable purposes. 

[The provisions of the present article apply only to territory trans- 
ferred to Serbia or to the Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes 
price [since] the 1st January 1913].” 


ARTICLE 10 


The Kingdom of the Serbs-Croats-Slovenes agrees to grant to the 
Musulmans in the matter of family law and personal status provisions 
suitable for regulating these matters in accordance with Musulman 
usage. 

The Kingdom of the Serbs-Croats-Slovenes shall take measures to 
assure the nomination of a Reiss Ul Ulema. 


3> Brackets appear in the original. 
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The Kingdom of the Serbs-Croats-Slovenes undertakes to insure 
protection to the mosques, cemeteries and other Musulman religious 
establishments. Full recognition and facilities shall be assured to 
Musulman pious foundations (Vakoufs) and religious and charitable 
establishments now existing, and the Kingdom of the Serbs-Croats- 
Slovenes shall not refuse to the creation of new religious and charitable 
establishments any of the necessary facilities guaranteed to other 
private establishments of this nature. 


ARTICLE 11 


The Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes agrees that the 
stipulations in the foregoing Articles, so far as they affect persons 
belonging to racial, religious or linguistic minorities, constitute obliga- 
tions of international concern and shall be placed under the garantie 
of the League of Nations. The United States, the British Empire, 
France, Italy and Japan hereby agree not to withhold their assent from 
any modification in these Articles which is in due form assented to by 
a majority of the Council of the League of Nations. 

The Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes agrees that any 
Member of the Council of the League of Nations shall have the right 
to bring to the attention of the Council any infraction, or any danger 
of infraction, of any of these obligations, and that the Council may 
thereupon take such action and give such direction as it may deem 
proper and effective in the circumstances. 

The Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes further agrees that 
any difference of opinion as to questions of law or fact arising out of 
these Articles between the Government of the Kingdom of the Serbs, 
Croats and Slovenes and any one of the Principal Allied and Asso- 
ciated Powers or any other Power, a Member of the Council of the 
League of Nations, shall be held to be a dispute of an international 
character under Article 14 of the Covenant of the League of Nations. 
The Government of the Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes 
hereby consents that any such dispute shall, if the other partly] 
thereto demands, be referred to the Permanent Court of International 
Justice. The decision of the Permanent Court shall be final and shall 
have the same force and effect as an award under Article 13 of the 
Covenant. 


ARTICLE 12 


In view of the peculiar conditions which have arisen in the former 
Ottoman provinces of Serbia, as a result of the wars of the last six 
years, and in order to inspire confidence in the populations concerned, 
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the Serb-Croat-Slovene Government undertakes to 
Proposed by the | invite the Council of the League of Nations at its 
and Japanese.» —_ discretion to nominate a Commissioner who shall re- 
Accepted by the side in the district and who shall advise the Serb- 

Croat-Slovene Government in its execution of the fore- 
going clauses. The functions of this Commissioner shall be advisory 
only, and he shall furnish periodical reports to the Council of the 
League of Nations. 

The Commissioner and his staff shall be accorded diplomatic priv- 
ileges, and the Serb-Croat-Slovene Government undertake[s] to give 
him all necessary assistance in the performance of his duties. His 
appointment shall in the first place be for five years, but will be renew- 
able at the expiration of this period by a decision of a majority of the 
Council of the League. 


or 
ARTICLE 12 


I. The Kingdom of the Serbs-Croats-Slovenes agrees to grant to the 
districts of Macedonia (within the boundaries fixed by the Principal 
Allied and Associated Powers) autonomy in matters of language, in- 

struction and religion as well as in questions of local 


Proposed by the administration. 

ian Delegation— me ® ci 

Not Accented by II. A Central Administrative Council whose seat 
e Frenc ° . ° . ° 

Delegation shall be at Monastir and an Administrative Council 


for each district shall have the power to regulate these 
matters, as well as all others over which jurisdiction shall be granted 
to it by the laws of the Serb-Croat-Slovene State. 

The number of elective members in the Administrative Councils 
shall be at least three times as large as that of the de jure members. 

The Religious Heads of each confession shall be de jure members of 
the Administrative Councils. The other members shall be elected in 
conformity with the laws of the Serb-Croat-Slovene State. 

III. The Administrative sub-division of the Macedonian territory 
shall be made so as to group, as far as possible, the populations of the 
same nationality and religion. 

IV. The Kingdom of the Serb-Croat-Slovenes agrees that the offi- 
cials of the districts of Macedonia shall be chosen among the inhabi- 
tants of these districts. 

V. The Governor of each district shall be appointed by the Serb- 
Croat-Slovene Government, taking into consideration, as to their choice 
and designation, the numerical importance of the population as regards 
nationality and religion. | 

VI. An organic regulation shall be prepared, within three months 
after the signing of the Peace Treaty, to determine the powers and 
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the attributions of the Governors as well as the administrative, 
judicial and financial regime of the districts of Macedonia, taking as 
a starting point the preceding regulations on that matter. 

Provisions shall be included concerning the right of the General 
Council to propose modifications to this regulation, in the course of 
its first session. 

The final text, once decided upon, can be modified only on the 
initiative of the Scouptchina. 


Chapter II 
ARTICLE 13 


Pending the obligations of new treaties or conventions, all treaties, 
conventions, agreements and obligations between the Kingdom of 
Serbia, on the one hand, and any of the principal 

American French, Allied and Associated Powers on the other hand, 
Toca which were in force on August 1st, 1914, or which 
Palsetiont have since been entered into, shall pso facto be bind- 


ing upon the Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes. 
or 


The High Contracting Parties agree that all treaties, conventions, 
agreements and obligations to which on August Ist, 1914, the King- 
irussbea by tite dom of Serbia, was a party, or to which it has subse- 
British Delegation quently become a party, shall ¢pso facto apply to all 
the territories which are or may be recognized as forming part of the 
Kingdom of Serb-Croat-Slovenes. 


ARTICLE 14 


The Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes undertakes to 
make no Treaty, Convention or arrangement and to take no other action 
which will prevent her from joining in any general Convention for 
the equitable treatment of the commerce of other States that may 
be concluded under the auspices of the League of Nations within 
five years from the coming into force of the present Treaty. 

The Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes also undertakes 
to extend to all the Allied and Associated Powers any favours or 
privileges in Customs matters, which it may grant during the same 
period of five years to any State with which since August 1914 the 
Allied and Associated Powers have been at war or to any State 
which in virtue of Article 6 of Part X of the Treaty with Austria 
has special Customs arrangements with such States. 
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ARTICLE 15 


Pending the conclusion of the general convention referred to 
above, the Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes undertakes 
to treat on the same footing as national vessels or vessels of the most 
favoured nation the vessels of all the Allied and Associated Powers 
which accord similar treatment to Serb, Croat and Slovene vessels. 
As an exception from this provision, the right of the Kingdom of 
the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes or of any other Allied or Associated 
Power to confine her maritime coasting trade to national vessels is 
expressly reserved. The Allied and Associated Powers further agree 
not to claim under this article the benefit of agreements which the 
states obtaining territory formerly belonging to the Austro-Hun- 
garian monarchy may conclude as regards coasting traffic in the 
ports of the Adriatic sea. 


ArTIcLe 16 


Pending the conclusion under the auspices of the League of Na- 
tions of a general convention to secure and maintain freedom of 
communications and of transit, the Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats 
and Slovenes undertakes to accord freedom of transit to persons, 
goods, vessels, carriages, wagons and mails in transit to or from any 
Allied or Associated State over Serb, Croat and Slovene territory, 
including territorial waters, and to treat them at least as favour- 
ably as the persons, goods, vessels, carriages, wagons and mails re- 
spectively of the Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes or of 
any other more favoured nationality, origin, importation or owner- 
ship, as regards facilities, charges, restrictions, and all other matters. 

All charges imposed in the territory of the Kingdom of the Serbs, 
Croats and Slovenes on such traffic in transit shall be reasonable 
having regard to the conditions of the traffic. Goods in transit shall 
be exempt from all customs or other duties. 

Tariffs for transit across the Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and 
Slovenes and tariffs between the Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats.and 
Slovenes and any Allied or Associated Power. involving through 
tickets or waybills shall be established at the request of the Allied 
or Associated Power concerned. 

Freedom. of transit will extend to postal, telegraphic and telephonic 
services. a ad 

Provided that no Allied or Associated Power can claim the benefit 
of these provisions on behalf of any part of its territory in which 
‘reciprocal treatment is not accorded in respect of the same subject 
matter, rice 3 : 
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If within a period of five years from the coming into force of this 
Treaty no general convention as aforesaid shall have been concluded 
under the auspices. of the League of Nations, the Kingdom of the 
Serbs, Croats and Slovenes shall be at liberty at any time thereafter 
to give twelve months notice to the Secretary General of the League 
of Nations to terminate the obligations of the present Article. 


ARTICLE 17 


All rights and privileges accorded by the foregoing articles to the 
Allied and Associated Powers shall be accorded equally to all States 
members of the League of Nations. 

The present treaty, of which the French and English texts are both 
authentic, shall be ratified... It. shall come into force at the same time 
as the Treaty of Peace with Germany. 

The deposit of ratifications shall be made at Paris. 

Powers of which the seat of the Government is outside Europe 
will be entitled merely to inform the Government of the French Re- 
public through their diplomatic representative at Paris that their 
ratification has been given; in that case they must transmit the in- 
strument of ratification as soon as possible. 

A procés-verbal of the deposit of ratifications will be drawn up. 

~The French Government will transmit to all the signatory Powers 
a certified copy of the procés-verbal of the deposit of ratifications. 

Iw Fair wuereror the above-named Plenipotentiaries have signed 
the present Treaty. 

Done at. Versailles, in a single copy which will remain deposited 
in the archives of the French Republic, and of which. authenticated 
copies will be transmitted to each of the Signatory Powers. 





Appendix B to HD-44 
[Translation * ] 


[The President of the Greek Delegation (Venizelos) to the President 
of the Peace Conference (Clemenceau) ] 


HELLENIC DELEGATION 
AT THE PEACE CONGRESS 


Paris, August 24, 1919. 
Mr, Presipenr: About ten days ago M. Tardieu informed me, 
regarding the question of Thrace, that two solutions were in view. 
According to the first, Greece would ‘obtain in Western Thrace 
the Kazas of Xanthi and of Gioumouldjina, while the territories 
situated on the north of these Kazas would be left to Bulgaria, and 


‘Translation from the French supplied by the editors, 
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an international state would be made of the eastern part of Western 
Thrace. There would be accorded, besides, to Greece, Eastern Thrace 
having as its boundary on the north and the west the Turko-Bulgarian 
frontiers of 1915, and on the south a line passing from the Gulf of 
Xeros to a point south of Midia on the Black Sea. | 

The second of the solutions under consideration would attribute 
to Greece Western Thrace, except a part on the northwest, as well 
as the adjacent part of Eastern Thrace—about two-fifths of it. Only 
the city and port of Dedeagatch and the railway leading to it would 
be internationalized. 

Between these two solutions I felt. myself obliged. to prefer the 
latter in order to avoid the great inconvenience of, discontinuity in 
Greek territory. 

M. Tardieu then suggested to me that I see Mr. Polk who had said 
that he would gladly telegraph my opinion to President Wilson and 
await a reply. 

I had, in fact, an interview with Mr. Polk last Friday, August 15, 
and at his request I addressed to him on the same day a letter, of 
which a copy is attached,’ summarizing what I had just explained 
to him orally. 

Unfortunately, up. to the present moment, no reply has as yet come 
from President Wilson, and it has not been possible, therefore, for a 
decision to be taken by the Supreme Council on the question of Thrace. 

This being so, I venture to inform you that since I.am anxious to 
hasten the settlement of this question I should be disposed, if neces- 
sary, to accept even the first of the proposed solutions. 

Nevertheless, in order to diminish the inconveniences attending this 
solution, it is necessary: 

(1) that a right of commercial and military transit, in time of war 
as in time of peace, be accorded to Greece, not only across the territory 
of the international state, but also through the port of Rodosto. 

(2) that the Greek and Moslem inhabitants of the territories to be 
included in the new international state, who were forced to leave their 
homes at the time of and during the Bulgarian occupation, shall be 
repatriated under the supervision and protection of an international 
commission and shall be reinstated in their possessions ‘which were 
confiscated by the Bulgarian Government. 

May I add, finally, that if this international state should be created, 
there would be no justification for incorporating also in the inter- 
national ‘state the purely, Turkish. population. of 100,000 souls! who 
inhabit the territories north of Western Thrace awarded to Greece. 

Accept [etc.] E. K:, VenizEtos 


* Does not accompany appendix B to HD-44." 
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[Statement of President Wilson’s Views on the Frontiers of 
Bulgaria *] 


Weare unable to justify in our own minds the acceptance of the sug- 
gested compromise. 

The rejection of the proposals, it should be stated, is not on account 
of any lack of warm friendship for Greece or because of sympathy 
with Bulgaria. The loyal and worthy service rendered by the Greeks 
is by no means overlooked by us. We have furthermore given sym- 
pathetic consideration to their natural wish to include all territories 
inhabited by those of Greek blood within the boundaries of Greece. 
We cannot, however, allow our judgment regarding a settlement upon 
which depends the stability of future peace to be affected by senti- 
ments of friendship and regard. If the United States is to be a 
signatory of the Bulgarian and Turkish treaties as well as one of the 
guarantors of the territorial settlements set forth therein, these 
settlements must not be based exclusively upon the principle of the 
national aspirations of a brave people or of reward. Primarily, 
they must be based upon the purpose of removing the causes of fu- 
ture wars and upon the permanence of the settlements, because of 
their reasonable and equitable nature. In our opinion these condi- 
tions are not met’ by the compromises suggested. The separation of 
the Greek territories and the separation of the territories of the in- 
ternational state would make neither for stability nor for continued 
peace. 

Moved by a strong desire to meet the wishes of the Greek nation as 
far as is compatible with his conception of ‘a settlement which is to 
be permanent in nature, the President would agree to the cession 
to Greece of the west portion of western Thrace, while the east por- 
tion of western Thrace as well as all of eastern Thrace should be 
included in the international state. According to this arrangement 
the division of the territory would be as follows :—in Western Thrace 
the eastern boundary of Greece would be a line running due north 
from the Aegean Sea through Maronia to a point just south of 
Chelepi. From that point the line would run in a westerly direction 
until it touched the 1913 Greek-Bulgar boundary. The territory of 
the international‘state in west Thrace would lie east of the Greek 
territory. It would be bounded on the north by a line commencing 
at the northeast corner of the Greek territory and running in an east- 
erly direction through Karakalissa to the Maritza River and thence 
northward and following the Turkish-Bulgar boundary up to the 





* Based on telegram No. 2981 from Secretary Lansing to M 1 
1919, 4 p. m. (Paris Peace Conf. 868.00/194). Se eee 
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Black Sea. A land right of way to the Aegean Sea across the terri- 
tory of Western Thrace included within the international state as 
well as the free use of the port of Dedeagatch should be granted to 
Bulgaria. 

The foregoing settlement, in the President’s opinion, appears to 
have elements of permanency which the others lack. The Greek as- 
piration to secure sovereignty over the greater part of Eastern Thrace 
is of course denied. In view, however, of the mixture of races in 
that region hostility and bitterness would be excited by the grant 
of sovereignty to one of the races. The populations would be free 
from national intrigues and quarrels if incorporated in the interna- 
tional state. 

It may be pointed out that the maintenance of the government 
of Constantinople will be a constant and very considerable expense 
to the power or group of powers which is charged with the govern- 
ment unless a considerable territory is attached to it. 


Appendix D to HD-44 
_ [Translation 7 


COMMISSION ON PRISONERS OF WAR CONSTITUTED IN ACCORDANCE WITH 
THE DECISION OF THE SUPREME COUNCIL OF AUGUST 27, 1919 2 


Report to the Supreme Council 


In accordance with the decision of the Supreme Council on August 
27, the Interallied Commission on Prisoners of War has met, and 
has the honor to submit to the Supreme Council the following pro- 
posals :-— 

1. The subcommissions provided for in paragraph 2 of article 
215 of the Treaty of Versailles will be immediately formed so far as 
concerns the United States of America and Great Britain. 

These subcommissions, so far as they deal with prisoners now in 
France, should meet at Versailles, and, because of passage through 
France, French delegates should be associated with them. 

2. The Japanese delegation has requested that the Japanese sub- 
commission for the repatriation of prisoners in Japan be immedi- 
ately constituted. 

3. The Commission having ascertained that the Allied and Asso- 
ciated Powers acquiesce in applying by anticipation article 214 of the 
Treaty of Versailles, it is expedient to request forthwith the appli- 


™ Translation from the French supplied by the editors. 
* HD-40, minute 6, vol. vu, p. 945 
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cation of articles 222 and 228, and to organize immediately the Com- 
mission to search for missing men, and to retrieve the property of 
prisoners and internees which has been kept by the German authorities. 


Appendix E to HD-44 


[Translation °J 


[Draft Note to the German Government | 


The Allied and Associated Powers have taken note of the German 
Constitution of August 11, 1919, and inform the German Government 
that the provisions in the second paragraph of article 61 are in abso- 
lute contradiction to article 80 of the Treaty of Peace signed at Ver- 
sailles on June 28, 1919. 

Article 80, by which Germany has undertaken “to acknowledge and 
respect strictly the independence of Austria” and has agreed “that 
this independence shall be inalienable, except with the consent of the 
Council of the League of Nations,” was prompted by two considera- 
tions: on one hand, by the impossibility that the first result of the 
peace should be an increase of German population and strength by 
the union of Germany and Austria whose common action provoked 
the war; and on the other hand, by respect for the right of peoples 
to dispose of themselves as confided to the League of Nations, whose 
function it is to control the expression of that right and to weigh the 
proofs and guarantees given by Germany of a change of heart. 

The Allied and Associated Powers consider that the second para- 
graph of article 61 of the German Constitution violates not only the 
spirit but also the letter of article 80 of the Treaty of Peace. 

This violation is twofold: In the first place, article 61, in stipulating 
the admission of Austria into the Reichsrat, assimilates Austria to the 
German territories (Deutsche Lander) which composes the German 
Empire, an assimilation which is incompatible with respect for the 
independence of Austria. 

In the second place, in granting and regulating the participation 
of Austria in the Council of the Empire, article 61 creates a political 
bond and a common political activity between Germany and Austria, 
absolutely opposed to the independence of Austria. 

The Allied and Associated Powers are not in the least disposed to 
engage in a judicial controversy regarding this matter: at the meeting 
of June 28, 1919, before proceeding to the signature of the Treaty of 
Peace with Germany, the President of the Conference expressly re- 
minded and declared to the German plenipotentiaries that the treaty 


* Translation from the French supplied by the editors. 
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was a treaty of good faith, and was to be interpreted and executed as 
such. From the point of view of political action as well as from the 
point of view of interpretation article 61 of the Constitution is a 
violation of article 80 of the treaty. Article 178 of the German Con- 
stitution, which declares that “the provisions of the Treaty of Ver- 
sailles cannot be affected by the Constitution,” of itself establishes the 
nullity of article 61. 

The Supreme Council warns the German Government, therefore, 
that it regards the maintenance of the terms proposed in the second 
paragraph of article 61 as a violation tending to prevent the ratifica- 
tion of the Treaty of Peace, and it invites the German Government to 
cause the suppression of those terms, and to advise at°once of the 
steps taken to that effect. 


Paris Peace Conf. 180.03501/45 


HD-45 


Notes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers Held in M. Pichon’s Room at the Quai d’Orsay, Paris, on 


Tuesday, September 2, 1919, at 11 a.m. 
PRESENT 
UNITED STATES OF 


AMERICA 
Hon. F. L. Polk. 


British EMprImre 
Rt. Hon. A. J. Balfour. 


Secretaries 


Mr. H. Norman. 
Sir George Clerk. 


Secretary 
Mr. L. Harrison. 


JAPAN ITALy 
M. Matsui. M. Tittoni. 
Secretary Secretary 
M. Kawai. M. Paterno. 


Joint Secretariat 


AMERICA, UNITED STATES OF . 
British EMPIRE ......... 
BRANCHES Soe ees oe ee 


* es Fehe Wd 2) -cnete hte he) a 


Interpreter—M. Camerlynck 


FRANCE 


M. Clemenceau. 
M. Pichon. 


Secretaries 


M. Dutasta. 
M. Berthelot. 
M. de Saint-Quentin. 


. Captain Chapin. 
Commander Bell. 
M. de Percin. 
Captain Rossi. 


The following were also present for the items in which they were concerned :— 


America, UNITED STATES OF 
Mr. Woolsey. 

Professor Coolidge. 

Dr. Johnson. 

Dr. Scott. 

Mr. Nielsen. 


Brit1sH EMPIRE 
Mr. C. J. B. Hurst. 
Mr. A. Leeper. 
Hon. H. Nicolson. 
FRANCE 

M. Tardieu. 

M. Fromageot. 
General Le Rond. 
M. Aubert. 

M. de Montille. 


ITALY 

Colonel Castoldi. 

M. Ricci-Busatti. 
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1. The Council took note of the new draft letter to the German Gov- 
ernment, on the subject of the violation of the Peace Treaty, by virtue 
of Article 61 of the German constitution (see Appen- 


Article 61 of dix A) 
the German ” . - 
Constitution and Mr. Batrour said that he noticed that the Germans 


the Violation of & : 
the Peace Treaty = were only given fifteen days in which to reply. It 


of Versailles. 

(Reference HD-44, might be extremely difficult, if not impossible, for 
them to answer within such a period. Their Parlia- 

ment was not now in session, and he thought it doubtful whether their 

parliamentary procedure, of which he knew nothing, would. permit 

them to accede to the wishes of the Council within the period stated. 

M. Cremenceav said that he had foreseen the difficulty, but thought 
it was rather an advantage than otherwise, to give the Germans a 
short period within which to reply. They would be sure to object 
and to say that it was impossible, but the brief period imposed upon 
them in the letter would make it necessary for them to deal with the 
subject matter of the letter without delay. 

(It was agreed that the draft letter, for communication to the Ger- 
man Government, calling their attention to the violation of the Peace 
Treaty of Versailles, by virtue of Article 61 of the new German con- 
stitution, should be accepted.) 

2. Mr. Poxx stated that he had received a telegram sent from Colo- 
nel Goodyear to Mr. Hoover. It was stated therein that Colonel 
alma Goodyear had been informed, by a telephonic message 
Ailesis from General Dupont, that this latter officer had re- 
ceived no orders from M. Clemenceau to proceed to Silesia. The tele- 
phonic communication had been made on 31st August. 

M. Cremenceav said that he had received a later telegram to the 
effect that General Dupont was ready to start. 

Mr. Poxx said that he would so inform Mr. Hoover. 

3. M. Tarpixev explained the frontier line which the Central Terri- 
torial Commission proposed for acceptance by the Council (See 

Appendix B), with the assistance of a map. 
Bulgarian Frontiers © Mr. Porx remarked that the line drawn on the map 
Theaian Frontier differed from the frontier proposed by President Wil- 
son. The United States were, none the less, prepared 
to adopt the frontier line now proposed by the Central Territorial 
Commission. 

(It was decided that the frontier line presented to the Council by 
the Central Territorial Commission and adopted unanimously by 
them, should be accepted.) 


* Ante, p. 38. 
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M. Tarprev explained the problem of the Bulgarian access to. the 
Aegean, and said that the question had been dealt with by the Com- 
mittee on Ports, Waterways and Railways, when it had 
Keonomie Access discussed Article 24 of the Bulgarian Peace Treaty. 
‘othe Aegean Ses ‘The central point of the problem was whether Dedea- 
gatch. should belong to Greece, or whether it should be part of an 
International State. This was a question which, of course, only the 
Council could settle. If it should be decided that it were to belong 
to Greece, the Central Territorial Commission was of the opinion 
that a general clause ought to be inserted in the Peace Treaty with 
Bulgaria, guaranteeing to that country free access to the Aegean Sea 
by river and railway. The final allocation of Dedeagatch also raised 
the question of how the International Commission for that port ought 
to be constituted. The original proposal had been that the Inter- 
national Harbour Authority ought to be composed of a British, a 
Bulgarian and a Greek official) He considered that a French port 
officer should be added and, in addition, a representative of the 
United States, who would certainly/act in a most impartial manner 
in all questions that came before him. His reason for suggesting a 
French representative was that France had been one of the Powers 
signatory to the Peace Treaty, assuring Greek independence.? 

M. Trrront said that whilst agreeing to M. Tardieu’s proposals, he 
did not quite understand why no Italian representative was suggested 
for the International Harbour Commission at Dedeagatch. . 

M. Cremenceav said that he would take note of M. Tittoni’s sug- 
gestion. 

Mr. Potk said that it was important that a clause should be in- 
serted in the Peace Treaty with Bulgaria, guaranteeing free access 
to the Aegean Sea for that country; it was also important that Greece 
should have a free economic access to Eastern and Western Thrace. 

M. Tarpiev said that Greek troops ought to occupy such territory 
as was definitely to be assigned to them by common consent} ‘With 
regard to the remaining portion, he had consulted with Marshal Foch’s 

staff and with that of General Alby. He had been 


(o) Military told by these military experts, that one mixed Brigade, 
Areas in Thrace composed of: six Battalions, and. four Squadrons of 
Now Under 

Discussion Cavalry, would be necessary. There was, at the pres- 


ent moment at Dedeagatch, a force composed of two 
Battalions of French infantry and one Squadron of French cavalry: 
the French contribution could not be increased, except possibly by a 
small contingent of mountain artillery. The four Battalions and 3 
squadrons of cavalry necessary to bring the force of occupation up to 





; woe of London, May 7, 1882, British and Foreign State Papers, vol. xtx, 
p. 33. 
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the strength required could be supplied by the other Allied Powers. — If 
necessary, small reinforcements could be supplied by 'the’Greek Gov- 
ernment. He did not consider the situation to be disquieting, in view 
of the fact that troops were already in occupation, and others might 
be sent. 

Mr. Poxx said that it would, in: his opinion, be most unwise to send 
any Greek troops, for it would be absolutely impossible to get them 
out again. He thought it would be preferable to leave the Bulgarian 
forces in the area under discussion, since they would probably behave 
better under the threat of the eventual occupation of the territory by 
Greek troops. He added that no United States’ troops would be 
available for any Inter-Allied occupation of Thrace.’ He was sure 
that no trouble would occur so long as Inter-Allied troops were used for 
the occupation of the country. 

M. Trrront said that the Italians already had one battalion in Bul- 
garia, and that, if an Inter-Allied occupation of the areas now under 
discussion took place, the populations would remain in a state of tran- 
quility, even though the military occupation were effected by small 
forces. 

Mr. Batrour said that he thought Great Britain was in a position 
to make her contribution, but he did not like to make a definite state- 
ment without consulting his experts. He thought, however, that the 
British troops in Constantinople might be utilised. ~ 

(It was agreed that M. Tardieu should examine— 


(a) The question of assuring free economic access to the Aegean 
Sea by river and railway to Bulgaria, by means of general guarantee- 
ing articles in the Peace Treaty with Bulgaria. 

(6) The question of an Inter-Allied Military occupation of the 
territories in Thrace now held by Bulgarian troops. 

(c) That his report on these subjects should be presented to the 
Council at an early date. veo Pig: 


4, M. Tarvrev explained the proposed Roumanian frontier in the 
Dobrudja with the assistance of a map. 

Mr. Batrour said that the original idea of the Coun- 
cil had been that the southern portion of Dobrudja 
was properly speaking, Bulgarian but that as it was Roumanian terri- 
tory, and as Roumania was an Allied and friendly Power, she could not 
be forced to cede any portion of her territory to an enemy State. At 
the present moment, however, Roumania had almost ceased to have 
that character. He had just received a telegram from Admiral Trou- 
bridge showing the grave situation in Hungary caused by the action 
of the Roumanian authorities. (See Appendix “C”.) 

Mr. Porx said that the American Delegation had received similar 
information from General Bandholtz on 'the previous day. 


Roumanian Affairs 
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M. Trrront said that the four Generals were the scource of informa- 
tion from which the Council ought to draw. He did not know why 
reports were being received independently, whilst the Inter-Allied 
Committee of Generals was in session. 

M. Criemencxav said that eight days had elapsed since a telegram 
had been sent to the Roumanian Government by the Council, and that 
no reply had been received. 

M. Trrront said that he thought the Council ought to receive a col- 
lective opinion on the situation from the four Generals. It was most 
important that the Council should be kept informed of their views, and 
he did not understand why they did not communicate their joint 
opinions more frequently. He thought that they ought to be called 
upon to do so,, 

Mr. Poxx said that the Roumanians had now been defying the Con- 
ference for an entire three weeks, and had given no answer to the 
numerous communications sent tothem. Every kind of Note had been 
sent to them. Some were couched in moderate terms—some in more 
forcible language, and others in a menacing style. Each style had 
failed to produce any result, and he thought that the time for sending 
Notes was now over. All information received combined to show that 
the Roumanians intended to make a separate Peace with Hungary. 
They were making requisitions on their own behalf, and acting in a 
completely independent manner, It was inconceivable to him that 
Roumania should defy the Council, which had behind it the support 
of three Great European Powers, without receiving encouragement 
from some quarter or another. 

M. Berruevor said that he had recently received a visit from Mr. 
Antonescu, who, when asked why no reply had been given to the 
communications of the Council, had answered that they were couched 
in too violent terms. 

Mr. Batrour then read a telegram from General Gorton and re- 
marked that the last sentence contained in it did not seem to be con- 
nected with the first part (see Annex “D”), 

At this point the Council took note of all the telegrams received by 
the French Foreign Office and signed by the Inter-Allied Military 
Mission, since August 26th, on the subject of the situation in Hungary. 
(See Appendix “E”.) 

M. Ciemenceav said that it appeared to him to be clear that the 
Allied Generals were not carrying out their original instructions, 
which had been that they should keep in communication with the 
Roumanian authorities, and report to the Council on what they dis- 
covered. Instead of doing this they were plunging themselves into 
political questions. He had come to the opinion that the Roumanian 
situation was now so grave that prompt measures were necessary in 
order to prevent it from developing further. 
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Mr. Potx said that the Inter-Allied Generals at Budapest had 
originally attempted to carry out their instructions. They had got 
into communication with the Roumanian Authorities, as directed, but 
had found that it was of no use receiving polite assurances from the 
Roumanians, and taking note of promises which these latter had 
no intention of fulfilling. The Military Mission had been at Buda- 
pest for three weeks, and, having found that it was impossible to carry 
out their instructions as originally drafted, had none the less attempted 
to make themselves useful to the Council, and had, in consequence, got 
involved in political questions. 

M. Ciemenceav said that he thought the moment had come to send 
an ultimatum to the Roumanians. He thought it should be communi- 
cated to them by some well-known public man, whose nationality was 
not a point of any importance. 

Mr. Baxrour said that he had a plan which might be followed in 
conjunction with that of M. Clemenceau. It had for long been evi- 
dent that the promises of the Roumanian authorities were of no use. 
The only success that the Council had obtained in its dealings with 
the Roumanians had occurred when the authorities of that country had 
been told that they must either accede to the wishes of the Council, or 
come into open conflict with the Allied troops. He gave as an example 
the action of Admiral Troubridge, who, when in charge of the moni- 
tors on the Danube, had resisted the Roumanian requisitions of barges, 
and the action of the Roumanian authorities in stopping the transit 
of food across the river. Admiral Troubridge’s attitude had been 
firm, and, as it was backed by force, the Roumanians had given way. 
At the present moment the Council was unable to get any reply to its 
communications to the Roumanian Government, but although this 
was the case, he was certain that no Roumanian Statesman would 
take the responsibility of bringing the troops of his country into con- 
flict with the Allied Armies. His proposal therefore, was to occupy 
some place in Hungary with a small body of Allied troops. He was 
sure that the Roumanians would never fight them. It might possibly 
be easier to send a force of warships into the Black Sea. 

Mr. Poxx said that the only vessels belonging to the United States 
of America in the Mediterranean area were stationed at Fiume and 
Smyrna. 

M. Trrront said that, before taking the action proposed by M. Cle- 
menceau, the Council ought to wait for a complete report from the 
Inter-Allied Mission of Generals at Budapest. 

M. Cremenceav, commenting upon Mr. Balfour's last remark, said 
that the Roumanians had recently got hold of the Paris press. He 
did not attach great importance to this, but, at the same time, he did 
not wish to let the French people think that he had performed a quasi- 


belligerent act against the Roumanians, without having previously 
510124—46—voL. vilI——5 
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communicated an ultimatum to them. He thought that Allied war 
vessels might be sent into the Black Sea, pending a reply from the 
Roumanian Government, but that they should not be called upon to 
act until an answer had been obtained. 

The three demands which he proposed to make to the Roumanians 
were :— 

@) that they should cease from making requisitions in Hungary, 
and should place all the material that they had seized at the disposal 
of the Council: 

(2) that they should promise definitely that they would make no 
separate peace with Hungary: 

(3) that they should withdraw their troops from Hungary. 


M. Trrront said that he thought that, before warships were sent to 
Roumania, a reply to M. Clemenceau’s ultimatum ought to be obtained. 
With regard to the three demands which M. Clemenceau proposed to 
make to the Roumanian authorities, he agreed that the Roumanian 
Armies should be ordered to cease their requisitions, and place the 
material seized at the disposal of the Allies; he agreed that they should 
be ordered to make no separate peace; but before he could consent to 
ordering the Roumanians to evacuate Hungary, he thought the Coun- 
cil ought to be sure that the Roumanian withdrawal would not open 
the door to a recrudescence of Bolshevism, and a revival of a new series 
of Bela Kuns. A police force, sufficient to maintain order in that 
country, should be raised. 

M. Cremenceav said that the occupation of Budapest by Roumania, 
and the continued defiance of the Council, was a situation quite as 
grave as any produced by a Bolshevik Government in Hungary. 

M. Trrroni said that it might possibly be best to make the Rou- 
manians promise that they would retire on receiving orders from the 
Council. 

Mr. Batrour said that he thought that a decision ought not to be 
taken finally until the following day. 

(At this point a general discussion as to the most suitable person 
to be entrusted with the ultimatum to Roumania, ensued. The names 
of Sir Eyre Crowe and Admiral Troubridge were mentioned in this 
connection. ) 

M. Tirronr said that he could not for the moment promise Italian 
participation in any Naval action that might ensue. With regard to 
the person who should be entrusted with the communication of the 
ultimatum, he thought that sending an Admiral to Bucarest would 
be like making a Naval demonstration without ships. He preferred 
that a diplomat should convey the orders of the Conference. 

Mr. Porx said that, in his opinion, the despatch of an ultimatum 
to Roumania did not bind the United States to subsequent Naval 
action. 
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(It was decided that the question should be adjourned to the follow- 

ing day.) 
5. M. Fromaceor said that the Economic Commission had, on the 
previous day, presented the Drafting Committee with a clause, which 
it proposed should be added to Article 263 of the 


Proposed 


Addition to Peace Treaty with Austria (See Appendix “F’”’). 
Peace Treaty The Drafting Committee could not do what it had 
T ustria 


been asked to, without the approbation of the Coun- ~ 
cil, and was of the opinion that the proposed clause should not be 
added. In the first place there were difficulties, owing to the fact 
that, as the boundaries of the future Hungarian State had not been 
settled, it was hard to lay down rules as to the future status of all 
citizens now situated in the territorial area provisionally called Hun- 
gary. In the second place, Article 90 of the Peace Treaty with 
Austria clearly laid down that Austria should recognise the validity 
of all the provisions of the future Peace Treaty with Hungary. He 
therefore thought that the clause asked for by the Economic Com- 
mission should be added to the Hungarian Treaty, since it was 
obviously too late to put it into the Austrian Treaty. 

(It was decided to reject the proposal of the Economic Commis- 
sion to the effect that the special clause drafted in Appendix “E” 
[“F”] should be added to Article 263 of the Austrian Peace Treaty. 

It was agreed that a clause effecting the results required should be 
added to the Hungarian Peace Treaty.) 

6. Mr. Wootsey said that the reply to the Austrian Government 
on the subject of the Economic Clauses in the Peace Treaty, had 

referred to certain concessions made in a Note from 
Interpretations of the Council, dated, July 8th, 1919,° and addressed to 


the Austrian Peace es . ° 
Treaty Contained the Austrian Delegation. In view of the importance 


in the Replies to Hl 
oe of the Note, and of the decision of the Council on 

August 28th,‘ to refer the reply now being made to the 
Austrian Government, to the Drafting Committee, in order to ascer- 
tain whether changes in the Peace Treaty were necessary, on account 
of interpretative passages in the proposed reply, he made the follow- 
ing suggestion :— 

“That the Note of July 8th, 1919, as well as any other Notes to the 
Austrian Delegation, containing interpretative passages on the Treaty 
of Peace, should likewise be referred to the Drafting Committee, to 
ascertain whether changes in the Peace Treaty might be necessary, 
on account of such interpretative passages.” 


He had another point which he wished to bring before the notice 
of the Council. On August 28th, the Council had decided that a 
Clause should be inserted in the proposed covering letter to the replies 


? Annex 2 to HD-2, vol. vu, p. 53. 
‘HD-4, ibid., p. 960. 
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to the Austrian Delegation, on the subject of the Peace Treaty, to the 
effect that the covering letter in question ought not to be taken as 
in any sense modifying the text of the Treaty. In view of the fact 
that the reply of July 8th, 1919, to the Austrian Delegation might 
be regarded as interpretative of the text of the Treaty, he 
suggested :— 
. “That the clause in the covering letter should be made to cover all 
replies made to the Austrian Delegation, and not only the covering 
letter under. consideration.” 

(These two proposals were referred to the Drafting Committee, 
who entered the room to report on them.) 

M. Fromacror said that, in answer to the first point raised by Mr. 
Woolsey, he would draw the attention of the Conference to the fact 
that the first edition of the Peace Treaty had been presented to the 
Austrians on June 6th. A long series of communications had fol- 
lowed; and the second edition of the Peace Treaty had been presented 
on July 20th. It was with this second edition that all replies to the 
Austrian Delegation were concerned, and it was therefore not neces- 
sary to discover whether replies of an earlier date than July 20th 
contained interpretative passages of a superseded text of the Peace 
Treaty. 

(Mr. Woolsey’s first proposal was therefore rejected.) 

He thought that Mr. Woolsey’s second suggestion ought to be 
adopted, and the phraseology of the covering letter altered, so as to 
meet the point. 

(It was agreed that the wording of the general covering letter to 
the replies of the Austrian counter-proposals of the Peace Treaty 
should be so modified as to state that no passage in any of the replies 
should be regarded as an authoritative interpretation of the Peace 
Treaty.) 

The Meeting then adjourned for a discussion in camera. 


Horen Asrorra, Paris, 2 September, 1919. 





Appendix A to HD-45 
[Translation 5] . 
ery SEPTEMBER 2, 1919. 
Draft of a Letter to the Germans 


The Allied and Associated Powers have taken. note of the German 
Constitution of August 11, 1919. They: leclare that the provisions 


in the second paragraph of article 61 constitute. a formal violation 


* Translation from the French supplied by the editors., 
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of article 80 of the Treaty of Peace signed at Versailles on June 28, 
1919. 
This violation is twofold: 


(1) Article 61, in stipulating the admission of Austria to the 
Reichsrat, assimilates that Republic to the German territories 
(Deutsche Lander) which compose the German Empire, an assimi- 
lation which is incompatible with respect for the independence of 


Austria. 
(2) In admitting and regulating the participation of Austria in 


the Council of the Empire, article 61 creates a political bond and a 
common political activity between Germany and Austria, in absolute 
opposition to the independence of the latter. 


Consequently, the Allied and Associated Powers, after reminding 
the German Government that article 178 of the German Constitu- 
tion declares that “the provisions of the Treaty of Versailles cannot 
be affected by the Constitution,” invite the German Government to 
take due measures to remove without delay this violation by declar- 
ing null article 61, second paragraph. 

Without prejudice to any subsequent measures, in case of refusal, 
and by virtue of the treaty (particularly article 429), the Allied and 
Associated Powers inform the German Government that this viola- 
tion of its pledges on an essential point will constrain them, if their 
just demand is not complied with, within fifteen days from the present 
date, to order immediately an extension of their occupation of the ; 
right bank of the Rhine. 





Appendix B to HD-45 
[Translation ®] 


Report by the Central Committee on Territorial Questions on the 
Southern Frontier of Bulgaria 


Paris, September 1, 1919. 


In accordance with the instructions of the Supreme Council, the 
Central Territorial Committee has examined anew the question of 
the southern frontier of Bulgaria, and has been guided by the views 
contained in the despatch from President Wilson.’ 

It has the honor to submit to the Supreme Council the following 
report, which it has adopted unanimously : 

(1) The present frontier between Bulgaria and Greece should be 
rectified in the region to the north of Buk in order to deprive the 
Bulgarians of all facilities for attack on the town and bridge of 


° Translation from the French supplied by the editors. 
™ See appendix C to HD-44, p. 50. 
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Buk. This region is of small extent and has a sparse Mohammedan 
population, and the present frontier offers difficulties ; 

(2) As regards the southern frontier of Bulgaria in Bulgarian 
Thrace, the Committee is unanimous in recommending the adoption 
of the frontier defined in the attached annex. 

This annex has been drawn up in such form that it may be im- 
mediately inserted in the conditions of peace with Bulgaria; 

(3) As regards the question of Bulgaria’s freedom of access to the 
Aegean Sea, that question has been dealt with by the Commission on 
the International Regime of Ports, Waterways, and Railways, in ar- 
ticle 24 of the provisions to be inserted in the treaty of peace with 
Bulgaria. 

This article having been drafted on June 21, and on the supposition 
that the port of Dédéagatch would belong to Greece, it is advisable to 
ask the Commission on Ports, Waterways, and Railways to make a 
new draft in accordance with present expectations. 

The Committee believes that it should, on this occasion, draw the 
attention of the Supreme Council to the conclusions in the attached 
note from the French delegation,® in the event that an international 
commission should be set up at Dédéagatch. 

A similar note has been presented by the Italian delegation.*° 

Tt seems necessary to ask the Commission on Ports to take into ac- 
count the considerations of the said note, because of the fact that that 
Commission has previously judged that it is not its province to take 
into consideration any political factors, 

It seems to the Committee, moreover, needless to insert in the treaty 
with Bulgaria any provisions of detail which will be adopted by the 
Principal Allied and Associated Powers to assure to Bulgaria free 
access to the Aegean Sea. 


Annex I 
Description of the Southern Frontier of Bulgaria in Thrace 


From West to East: 

The frontier of 1913-1915 betweeen Bulgaria and Greece up to the 
point where it leaves the line of the watershed between the basins of 
the Mesta-Karasu on the south and of the Marica on the north in the 
neighborhood of point 1587 (Dibikli.) 

Thence eastward to point 1295 at 18 Km. to the west of Kuschuk-— 
Derbend on this line of the watershed. 

Thence eastward to the point where it meets the old frontier of 1913 
on the river Kizildeli Suja (Cetakca), 





® Annex JI. 
® Annex II. 
# Annex III. 
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The line of the secondary ridge which closes on the south the basin 
of the Akcehisar (Dzuma) Suju. 

Thence northward to the point where it meets the river Maritsa. 

The frontier of 1913. 

Thence to a point to be selected at about 3 Km. downstream from 
the station of Kadikoj. 

The principal course of the Maritsa downstream. 

Thence northward to a point to be selected at the tip of the salient 
which the frontier of the Treaty of Sofia of 1915" forms at about 
10 Km. to the southeast of Mustafa Pascha. 

A line to be determined on the spot. 

Thence eastward to the Black Sea. 

The frontier of the Treaty of Sofia of 1915, then the frontier of 1913. 


Annex II 
FRENCH DELEGATION 


Paris, June 25, 1919. 
Note 


The Commission on Ports, Waterways, and Railways has suggested 
a practical regime to guarantee; to the Bulgarians, in case they find 
themselves excluded from Bulgarian Thrace, access to a port on the 
Aegean Sea (Cavalla or Dédéagatch) and the use of a direct railway 
line. 

The regime must be guaranteed and carried out, in the absence’ of 
an agreement between the Greeks and Bulgarians, by an international 
commission. Having in mind only technical considerations, the Com- 
mission on Ports has proposed a commission of three members (a 
Greek, a Bulgarian, and an Englishman). 

But the question is essentially political: It is necessary to prevent 
eventual recriminations, whether by Greeks or Bulgarians, if they are 
led to arbitrate under a single great power. Consideration should 
also be given to the fact that France, as well as England, is a guarantor 
of Greece, under the treaties of 1832 and 1863,” and must be repre- 
sented on the same footing. Finally, there would be evident advan- 
tages in giving such a guarantee of impartiality in the Commission as 
would be represented by the presence not only of the delegates of 
qualified powers, but also of a power wholly disinterested in the ques- 
tion, such as the United States. 

The projected commission, in accordance with these considerations 
(and in order to make sure always of a maj ority), should include five 

1 British and Foreign State Papers, vol. crx, p. 879. 


2 Treaty of London, May 7, 1882, ibid., vol. xIx, p. 33; treaties of London, July 13, 
1863, and November 14, 1868, ibid., vol. LII, pp. 28 and 19. 
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delegates: a Greek, a Bulgarian, an Englishman, a Frenchman, and 
an American. 

Annex III 
ITALIAN DELEGATION 


TO THE PEACE CONFERENCE, 
HOTEL EDWARD VII 


Paris, July 6, 1919. 

The Commission on the International Regime of Ports, Waterways, 
and Railways decided, on the occasion of an inquiry into the question 
of free access to the Aegean Sea for Bulgaria, that a special conven- 
tion between Greece and Bulgaria should define the settlement of this 
matter. In case of a failure to agree, a commission composed of one 
delegate each from Greece, Bulgaria, and Great Britain should be 
charged with laying down the conditions of an agreement (article 24). 

The French Delegation, by a note of June 25* addressed to the 
Secretariat General of the Conference, seemed to expect that this 
gommission would receive certain powers in the matter of guaranteeing 
and carrying out the regime to be set up, and it suggested, therefore, 
that a representative for France and one for the United States be 
added to the commission. 

The Italian Delegation is of opinion that the commission as con- 
templated in article 24 has no functions but those relating to the con- 
cluding of a special convention between Greece and Bulgaria to settle 
the conditions of free access to the sea. 

This decision appears to be of the same sort as that which was 
adopted by the regime for the ports of Hamburg and Stettin, and the 
Italian Delegation has not, therefore, any remark to make. But in 
the event that changes are to be introduced into the composition of the 
commission in question, or that powers to insure and carry out the con- 
ditions laid down by the convention are to be entrusted to it, an 
Italian representative should be added to it upon the same footing as 
the other representatives. 

In fact, all the powers stand upon a basis of perfect equality in 
this matter, for the regime which was provided flows from decisions 
which all the powers took in common agreement, 

At the same time, the Italian Delegation invites attention to the 
fact that article 24 mentions only the ports of Cavalla and Dédéa- 
gatch, whereas in the formal engagement taken by Mr. Venizelos be- 
fore the commission for the study of territorial questions affecting 
Greece (page 5), there is also a question of Salonika. The choice 
of this port by Bulgaria cannot be eliminated beforehand, especially 





* Supra, 
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since the port of Cavalla, not being directly connected by railway 
with the Bulgarian system, is not immediately available, and since 
the port of Dédéagatch, according to the same commission on Greek 
questions, has no real commercial value for Bulgaria. 


Annex IV 
Paris, July 24, 1919. 
Note 


Access By BuLGARrA TO CAVALLA oR DEDEAGATCH 


In providing for the attribution of Bulgarian Thrace to Greece, 
an arrangement which would separate Bulgaria from the Aegean 
Sea, the Commission on the International Regime of Ports, Water- 
ways, and Railways suggested the insertion, in the treaty with Bul- 
garia, of a clause of which the essential terms are the following: 


(1) Greece will give in lease to Bulgaria for 50 years a free zone 
reserved either in the port of Cavalla or in that of Dédéagatch, as 
Bulgaria may choose. 

(2) Bulgaria shall enjoy special facilities for transit. 

(3) A convention, which may be revised every ten years, will fix 
the conditions of this cession and the manner of its use. 

(4) If the port chosen is Cavalla, a railway shall be built and 
operated by Greece to connect the port with the Bulgarian frontier. 


The questions referred to in paragraphs 3 and 4 would be, in 
case of disagreement between Greece and Bulgaria, submitted to the 
_ decision of a commission composed of one Bulgarian representative, 
one Greek, and one British. 

The Commission on ports in making this suggestion, has taken a 
merely technical point of view, and has not taken into account cer- 
tain political considerations of great importance to the proper func- 
tioning of the instrumentality thus created. This instrumentality 
has a role essentially impartial and judicial. In having only a single 
great power to participate in it, there is a risk of being open to 
accusations either by the Greeks or by the Bulgarians, who, after 
decisions are rendered, will attribute them to the attitude or the 
political interests of that great power. 

The French Delegation considers that in order to give proper au- 
thority to the commission which is to function at Cavalla or Dédéa- 
gatch, it is advisable to have several great powers participate in it. 

It considers that Great Britain and France, who are both guarantors 
of Greece, are naturally indicated for this task, and moreover that their 
intervention will be received by the Bulgarians themselves as a guar- 
antee of impartiality. 
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Decypher of Telegram From Admiral Troubridge, Buda-Pest, to 
Astoria 
Unnumbered D. 30 Avcusr, 1919. 
R. 1 September 1919, 10: 00. 

Forward to War Office. 

Following for Admiralty, begins: 

Situation here is critical for Europe. Roumanians demand imme- 
diate acceptance by Hungarian Government of following conditions. 

Occupation of Hungary for one year giving opportunity for pre- 
paring country for personal (sic) (%commencement of) union with 
Roumania. Immediate customs union with Roumania. Cession of 
strategic points near Szegedin on mouth of Maros River and Bekes 
Csaba. No treaties to be made with Great Britain or Jugo-Slavs. 
They state to Hungarian Ministers they have already an alliance with 
Italy in which Hungary must join in order to assume policy of en- 
circlement of Jugo-Slavs. I have urged Ministers to refuse any 
armistice or treaty with Roumania and to follow the counsels of the 
Supreme War Council at Paris. It is necessary to recognise at once 
any Government formed here and support them with energy. 
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Paraphrase of Telegram From General Gorton, Budapest, Received 
Through U. 8. Naval Communication Service, Paris, to Astoria, 
Paris 


No. G 45 D. 30-31 Avausr, 1919. 

Admiral Troubridge has been told by Diamandy that the tele- 
graphic despatches of the Supreme Council, dated 23rd and 25th Au- 
gust * had not been communicated to him. 

The veracity of this is doubtful, but. Rumania continues to make 
requisitions. ‘There is no doubt that Rumania is striving to establish 
a separate Treaty with Hungary; telegrams of 28rd and 25th might 
therefore be transmitted privately to the Hungarian Government with 
advantage. 


* Appendix A to HD-37, vol. vu, p. 819, and appendix C to HD-388, ibid., p. 857. 
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[Translation **] 


Telegram of August 26 From the Interallied Military Mission, Buda- 
pest, to the Supreme Council, Peace Conference, Paris 


No. 191. Urgent. Situation of Government in Hungary without 
change. Two delegations, one representing the small tenants, and the 
other the factory workers, have asked to see the Mission in order to re- 
quest that they be represented in the new government. Another 
delegation calling itself Christian Socialist has come to protest against 
the departure of the Archduke, declaring that the result will be to 
deliver their country to the Jews and that Budapest ought to be called 
Judapest. The reply was made to all the delegations that the Inter- 
allied Mission could not meddle in the internal affairs of Hungary. No 
change in the attitude of the Rumanians. One single improvement in 
the situation since the arrival of the Mission—a certain quantity of 
provisions has been allowed to enter Budapest. It is believed that 
the Rumanians have the intention of withdrawing suddenly as soon as 
they shall have satisfied all their instincts for plunder. Meanwhile, 
all their acts, intentional or not, tend to deliver Hungary to bol- 
shevism and chaos. General Holban in Budapest promised last week 
to arm immediately, with revolvers and sabres, 4,000 men in the police; 
but, instead of doing so, and in disregard of the instructions of the 
Mission asking him to keep all Rumanian troops on the east of the 
Danube except the garrison of Budapest, it is believed that he intends 
to take possession of all Hungary, and to disarm and suppress the 
little Hungarian nucleus of Admiral Horthy which constitutes the 
sole defense of Hungary against bolshevism in the event that the 
Rumanians should abruptly. evacuate the country. These measures 
being in contemplation at the same time that M. Diamandy made his 
recent declaration stating that a longer occupation of Hungary by the 
Rumanians could only injure their prestige, give the impression that if 
Rumania finds the conditions imposed by the Supreme Council too 
harsh for her to accept, she will seize all she can and then hastily aban- 
don Hungary, which because of the laxity of the Rumanian command- 
ers, will be left without any means for defense against bolshevism 
_and disorder. The Mission devoted the meeting of August 25 to mat- 
‘ters of relatively small importance, excepting the report by the British 
officer sent to inspect trains entering Rumania by the Szolnok bridge. 


* Translation from the French supplied by the editors. 
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The British officer reports that the bridge will not be repaired for two 
or three weeks, but that he saw near the crossing 150 locomotives, 200 
to 800 empty freight cars, 4 aeroplanes in cars, 200 to 300 cars of mili- 
tary supplies, 800 tank cars, and between Szolnok and Budapest sev- 
eral hundred freight cars. 

Inreratiiep Minirary Mission 


[Translation ™ ] 
2V.N.250 


Telegram of August 27,1919, From Budapest to the Supreme Council, 
Peace Conference, Paris 


No. 197. No change shown in the situation of the Hungarian Goyv- 
ernment. The following telegram from Count Sigray, who signs 
as commissioner of the Government for Western Hungary, was trans- 
mitted from Vienna: 


“The Rumanian troops are advancing toward Western Hungary, 
proclaiming that they come to reestablish order. We beg you to hear 
our protest against the activities of the Rumanians. In Western 
Hungary perfect order reigns in all districts, and the Hungarian and 
German populations are pursuing the business of peaceful reconstruc- 
tion, which can only be disturbed by the undisciplined soldiery of the 
Rumanians.” 


A great procession of Christian Socialists filed past the office of 
the Mission and sent delegates to ask for the protection of the Allied 
Powers against the return of the regime of Jews and Bolshevists. 
The Mission stated that it could not intervene in domestic affairs, but 
that it would transmit the petition to the Supreme Council. No 
communication from the Rumanian Command, unless it be a report 
which is supposed to have emanated from the Hungarian Chief of 
Police. According to this report, four weeks will elapse before 4,000 
men for the police can be enrolled. Only 40 men each day are being 
recruited. The reasons given are: the harvest, the number of pris- 
oners detained in Rumania and Czechoslovakia, the bad train service. 
The total force of the police is 1,850, of which 205 are mounted. A 
report has reached us that yesterday the bridge which was repaired 
at Czonsgrade was tested: the trial locomotive fell into the stream. 

InreratuieD Mirrrary Misston 
11:20 a. m. 


eee 
* Translation from the French supplied by the editors. 
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Telegram of August 28-30, 1919, From Budapest to the Supreme 
Council, Peace Conference, Paris 


No. 200. Since resignation of Archduke various deputations, two of 
several hundred persons each, have asked leave to present petitions to 
Mission. 

Object of petitions generally is to prevent return of Jewish rule 
or bolshevism. It appears to Mission that in present plight of Hun- 
gary, with foreign occupation and absence of real government, it 
would be disheartening to people if no notice were taken of their 
appeal to Allied Powers. Consequently Mission proposes to receive 
deputations which cannot be avoided, to inform them it is expressly 
excluded from intervening in internal affairs of Hungary, but that 
it will forward their petitions to Supreme Council. 

InteraLiiep Mirirary Mission 
2:22 p.m. 


[Translation *] 


Telegram of August 28-80, 1919, From Budapest to the Supreme 
Council, Paris 


No. 206. The Commission has just received a letter from the new 
President of the Hungarian Council. It is addressed to the Presi- 
dent of the Supreme Council and will be sent to you by the next 
courier. The following is the text of the letter: 


“Mr. President: In accord with the action of the session of August 
22 Prince Joseph, Governor of Hungary, and the government ap- 
pointed by him, have resigned. The members of the new Cabinet 
are as follows: 


President of the Council, Minister of the Interior: Etienne 
Friedrich, manufacturer. 

Minister of Foreign Affairs: Count Imre de Czaky (appointed, 
but temporarily absent). 

Under Secretary of State for the Interior: Edmond de Benitzky, 
former official. : 

Minister of Agriculture: Jules Rubinek, director of the National 
Agricultural Society; Under Secretary of State: Etienne 
Scabo Sokorapatka, farmer. 

8% Translation is that filed under Paris Peace Conf. 181.9202/57. 


Translation is that filed under Paris Peace Conf. 181.9202/58, revised by 
the editors. 
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Minister of Commerce: Franz de Henrich, merchant. 

Minister of Finance: Jean Grunn, former official. 

Minister of War: General Franz Schnitzer. 

Minister of Food Control: Karol Ereky, engineer-merchant. 

Minister of Public Worship and Industry : Karol Huszar, school- 
master; Under Secretary of State: Julius Pokar, man of 
letters. 

Minister of Justice: Georg Baloghy, judge. : 

Minister of National Minorities: 5 akob Bleyer, university pro- 
fessor. 

Minister of Public Hygiene: Andreas Czillery, physician. 

Minister of Propaganda: Stephan Haller, man of letters. 

Minister of Farmers: Gan Mayre, farmer. 

Minister of Industrial Laborers: Daniel Olah, metal worker. 


It has been and it will always be almost impossible to form a min- 
istry that will at the same time satisfy the various military missions 
at Budapest and our numerous fragments of political parties and that 
will, besides, win the approval of the command of the royal troops of 
Rumania. One thing is, however, certain, that the Ministry as com- 
posed at present possesses the sympathy and absolute confidence of a 
large and decisive majority of the Hungarian people. The heads of 
the military missions have certainly had the chance to convince them- 
selves of this. I have tried to consider and satisfy loyally all just 
desires as fast as they have come up for our consideration. Conse- 
quently there are represented in this Cabinet large and small manu- 
facturers, merchants, officials, farmers and industrial laborers. Mr. 
President, during the time of the Bolshevist government of Bela Kun 
the party of Social Democrats amalgamated to form the party of 
Communists, which the Socialist leaders remaining here during the 
commune have always accentuated in all their speeches in the Soviet 
Congress, as well as in their official journal. For these Socialist lead- 
ers of the workers have not used their influence to defeat Bolshevism, 
but have either gone over to Bolshevism or have taken refuge abroad, 
and deserted the workingmen, who thus become the prey of the fatal 
idea of Bolshevism and of the terror of the Communist government. 
Their non-Bolshevik leaders who have gone abroad have put them- 
selves in relation with the Entente, but have not come to the assistance 
of either the workingmen or the State. The Hungarian bourgeoisie 
does not wish to see the working class misled, a class to which it re- 
serves an important place in its future policy ; hence it is to the repre- 
sentatives of the real workingmen and not to the professional leaders 
of the Social Democrats that I addressed the invitation to join my 
Cabinet. Mr. President, in the interest of the possibility of productive 
work, I beg you to take measures to the end that the military missions 
at Budapest will refrain from trying to influence our internal politics, 
but will help to maintain order and to reestablish the economic equi- 
librium. My Cabinet has decided to hold the new elections to the 
National Assembly on the basis of universal suffrage (equal, secret 
vote, and by commune) as soon as possible, that is to say within three 
or four weeks. All Hungarians will recognize the legality of these 
elections. In order that no doubt may arise that the coming elections 
rest upon and express the free manifestation of the national will I 
request you, Mr. President, to send us a commission of control for 
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these elections. It would be desirable that the Social Democrats form 
part of this commission. The elections will be held in territories, 
concerning which it will be possible to come to an agreement with the 
command of the royal troops of Rumania. Mr. President, until such 
time as we shall be able to put the government in the hands of the 
National Assembly, our provisional government desires to carry out 
the following tasks: the complete annihilation of Bolshevism, the 
restoration of administration and jurisdiction, security of food and 
continuity of production, safety of person and property, restoration 
and protection of political equality, and the preparations for the elec- 
tions to the National Assembly. Mr. President, we request your sup- 
port in the accomplishment of our duty and in our firm desire to 
reestablish constitutional life. 

Please accept, Mr. President, the expression of my profound respect. 


(Signed) Friedrich 


The new President, Friedrich, was at the head of the former Cab- 
inet, of which 11 out of 14 members figure in the new one. Infor- 
mation from several sources, as well as certain ascertained facts, have 
confirmed the impression that Herr Friedrich, supported by the 
Archduke, is working actively to remain at the head of the new 
Cabinet and to keep colleagues who will not hinder too seriously 
his political aims. Referring to the telegram of the Supreme Council 
of August 23° which brought about the fall of the Friedrich Cab- 
inet, we retain our first impression that a Cabinet formed in the 
above manner and presided over by Friedrich does not meet the require- 
ments of the Supreme Council. 

INTERALLIED Minitary Mission 


[Translation ”] 


Bupavest, August 29, 1919. 


From: The Inter-Allied Military Mission. 
To: The Supreme Council, Peace Conference, Paris. 

No. 215. A telegram received yesterday by a member of the Mission 
inquires why, if the Mission considers that the Hungarian army is 
reduced to the effectives stipulated by the Armistice of November 
13,2 the Supreme Council has not been advised of it; the telegram 
adds that the Supreme Council can not exact the withdrawal of the 
Rumanian army behind the line fixed by the Peace Conference until 
it can prove that all menace of military action on the part of Hungary 
against her neighbors is removed. Numerous messages sent by the 
Mission to the Supreme Council have declared that, with the excep- 


2° Appendix A to HD-387, vol. vu, p. 819. 
Translation is that filed under Paris Peace Conf. 181.9202/61. 
= Vol. 1, p. 183. 
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tion of a small contingent, ill-equipped and counting less than 8000 
men under the orders of Admiral Horthy, west of the Danube, the 
Hungarian army as an army has ceased to exist, and that the Ru- 
manian forces have not evacuated Hungary because their presence 
is necessary until a Hungarian army sufficiently strong to maintain 
order in the interior can be organized. As the messages in question 
may have been ambiguous or inaccurately interpreted we wish to 
add now that, in the opinion of the Mission, the Hungarian army has 
for some time been reduced below the effectives mentioned in the 
armistice of November 13. 

INTERALLIED Minrrary Mission 


[Translation] 


[Lelegram From the Interallied Military Mission in Hungary to the 
Supreme Council] 


Bunarest, August 30-31, 1919. 
To the Supreme Council, Paris. 

No, 225. With regard to the telegram from the Supreme Council, 
sent under date of August 21,4 concerning the establishment of con- 
trol posts to prevent the export of goods into Rumania, the Inter- 
allied Mission has not sufficient personnel for that purpose, and 
requests that three additional officers be sent immediately to Buda- 
pest by each of the four Allied Powers, in order to establish control 
posts on the Theiss. 

INTERALLIED Mission 


Appendix F to HD-45 
[Translation 7] 
TREATY WITH AUSTRIA 


Addition to Article 263 Proposed by the Special Committee of the 
Economic Commission 


All provisions of this section dealing with the relations between 
Austria or Austrian nationals and the nationals of the former Em- 
pire of Austria, apply also to the same relations between Austria 
or Austrian nationals and the nationals of the former Kingdom of 
Hungary who shall acquire of right, by application of the treaty 


* Translation from the French Supplied by the editors. 
* HD-35, vol. vu, p. 776. 
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of peace with Hungary, the nationality of an Allied or Associated 


Power. 
ALPHAND 


HvutTcHINSON 

H. AsHma 

Frep K. NIELSEN 
M. Pitopr 


Amendment to Article 265 


At the beginning of Article 265, to read: 
Questions concerning persons previously nationals of the former 


Empire. . 
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Paris Peace Conf. 180.03501/46 HD-46 


Notes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers Held in M. Pichon’s Room at the Quai d’Orsay, Paris, on 
Wednesday, September 3, 1919, at 11 a. m. 


Present 
UNITED STATES OF 
AMERICA BritisH EMPIRE FRANCE 
Hon. F. L. Polk. Rt. Hon. A. J. Balfour. M. Clemenceau. 
é M. Pichon. 
Secretary Secretaries Secretaries 
Mr. L. Harrison. Mr. H. Norman. M. Dutasta. 
Mr. P. Kerr. M. Berthelot. 
M. de Saint-Quentin. 
ITALY JAPAN 
M. Tittoni. M. Matsui. 
Secretary Secretary 
M. Paterno. M. Kawai. 
Joint Secretariat 
America, UNITED States or... Mr. CG. Russell 
British EMPIRE......... Capt. E. Abraham 
HRANCES. Ps eer ee ee M. de Percin 
IPALY {2 eect hd ew ee ee Capt. Rossi 


Interpreter—M. Camerlynck 


The following were also present for the items in which they were concerned :— 


AMERICA, UNITED STATES OF 
The Hon. H. Gibson. 

Dr. Lord. 

Mr. A. Dulles. 

Mr. Nielsen. 


British EMPIRE 
Mr. A. Leeper. 
Mr. Carr. 

Col. Kisch. 


FRANCE 
M. Cambon. 
M. Fromageot. 
M. Serruys. 
General Le Rond. 
M. Cheysson. 
M. Hermite. 
M. Massigli. 
Ivaty 
M. Brambilla. 
M. Ricci-Busatti. 
M. Nagara. 
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1. M. Trrront said that before beginning the business of the day, 
he wished to draw attention to a matter of considerable importance. 
The American Delegation had received news that on 
Evacnation the evacuation of Koritza by French troops, General 
Franchet d’Esperey had ordered their replacement by 
Greek troops. He thought this would lead to great trouble. 
M. CLEMENCEAU said that he had not seen any report to that ef- 
fect. Moreover, he did not think it likely that the information was 
correct. General Franchet d’Esperey had asked what he was to 
do after the evacuation. No orders had as yet been given. 
M. Trrronz said that it was very necessary to give orders that 
Greek troops should not occupy Koritza when the place was evacu- 
ated by the French. The Mussulman population was preparing 
partly to emigrate and partly to form armed bands to resist the 
Greeks. He understood that the French evacuation was imminent 
and whether or not the news to which he had alluded was correct, 
he thought the question should be examined. 
M. Cremenceav said that French troops would certainly not stay 
in Koritza, but that on their departure it would be arranged that 
the place should not be occupied. 
Mr. Potx said that the news he had received was merely a rumour. 
He had written to M. Clemenceau to inform him. 
M. Picuon said that the French Government agreed with M. Tit- 
toni and had already informed the Greeks that they should not oc- 
cupy Koritza. 
M. Berruetor observed that Pogradek was also to be evacuated. 
It was common agreement that both Koritza and Pogradek belonged 
to Albania. It was also an agreed policy that no occupation of con- 
tested territories should take place without an order from the 
Council. 
M. Cremenceav asked that all documents on the subject be sup- 
plied to him in order that he should be able to give an opinion on 
the following day. 
Mr. Batrour asked that a note on the subject be prepared as he 
had not been given any information. 
(The question was then adjourned to the following day.) 
2. M. Ciemenceav said that on the previous day, Mr. Balfour 
had asked for an adjournment of 24 hours. He asked whether Mr. 
Balfour was able to give an opinion. 
Roumanian Affairs Mr. Batrour said that he agreed with the policy 

of sending a representative of the Council to Bucha- 
rest. He no longer thought, however, that Admiral Troubridge 
would be the best representative, as he had very rightly taken strong 
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action against the Roumanians. He thought a civilian represent- 
ative would be better. The person selected should be ready to repre- 
sent the views of the Council very strongly, but he should not have 
been previously identified with any controversial action. He begged 
to suggest M. Jonnart, who had carried out very difficult negotiations 
in Greece with conspicuous success. Should he agree to go, Mr. Bal- 
four thought he would be the best. possible representative. 

M. Picuon said that he was convinced that M. Jonnart would not 
accept the mission. He had resigned the Governorship of Algeria 
in order to take up the work of reconstructing the devastated 
districts. He would not be ready to abandon this work. 

M. Trrronr agreed that M. Jonnart would be an excellent appoint- 

ment, 
M. Ciemunceau said that he would ask M. Jonnart whether he 
was willing to go, but he did not expect him to accept. He asked 
whether Mr. Balfour could not make a British appointment in this 
alternative. 

Mr, Baxrour said that another plan suggested to him was that in 
each capital the Roumanian diplomatic representative should be 
summoned and that the views of the Allied and Associated Powers 
should be clearly explained to him. 

M. Cirmenceav said that he did not think this course would be 
sufficient to meet the case. He wished to send a single individual 
to represent the Council in Bucharest and who would return with 
the answer of the Roumanian Government. 

Mr. Batrour observed that the Council required more than an 
answer. It would be necessary for their representative to make 
public in Roumania the point of view of the Allied and Associated 
Powers. This point of view appeared to be much misunderstood in 
Roumania. 

Mr. Poxx said that the Roumanians regarded America as their 
one enemy. A distinguished Roumanian had informed an Ameri- 
can of this. When told that all the communications sent to the 
Roumanian Government had been sent collectively from all the Allied 
and Associated Powers, he had, in reply, drawn attention to the 
views expressed in the French Press, 

M. Ciemenceav pointed out that during the incidents between 
France and Italy, the French Press had been consistently pro-Italian. 
The pro-Roumanian attitude of the French Press at the present time 
was, in the main, due to the activities of M. Robert de Flers. On 
the other hand, M. Bratiano had said that M. Clemenceau was his 
worst foe. The Roumanians were certainly friendly with the Italians, 
but he trusted that the Italian Government was not offering them 
any encouragement. 
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M. Trrroni said that he occasionally saw M. Misu. On all occa- 
sions, he had impressed on him that the Conference took a very 
serious view of the Roumanian situation. He had warned him that 
Roumania was embarking on a very risky enterprise. 

Mr. Pox said that on further reflection, he thought it would be 
a good thing to summon the Roumanian Minister at the four capitals. 

M. Ciemencrav said that the object might be attained by recalling 
the Allied Ministers from Bukarest. 

M. Trrront said that this step should be reserved for a later stage. 

Mr. Batroour said that the results hitherto obtained by the discus- 
sion appeared to be (a) that a Commissioner must be found to rep- 
resent the Council in Bucharest: (6) that M. Misu should be sum- 
moned to be present at the Council and that the Roumanian Min- 
isters in Rome, London and Washington should be summoned by 
the Governments of those capitals. The Roumanian Ministers sum- 
moned should be warned that the Council regarded the actions of 
their Government with considerable disfavour and it should be ex- 
plained to them that the Roumanian Government appeared to mis- 
apprehend the policy of the Allied and Associated Powers com- 
pletely. (¢) That they should be told that the Allied and Associated 
Powers were seriously considering the withdrawal of their repre- 
sentatives at Bucharest, as a token that they ceased to regard Rou- 
mania as one of the Allied and Associated Powers. 

M. Cremenceav said that he would see M. Jonnart on that very 
day. He asked Mr. Balfour meanwhile to endeavour to find a suit- 
able Englishman for the post. He further asked that Mr. Balfour 
should draft a document explaining the Allied policy towards Rou- 
mania. Should the Roumanian Government reject the ultimatum 
addressed to them, the representative of the Council, on leaving Rou- 
mania, should bring back with him all the Allied and Associated 
Ministers and officers in the country. 

(It was agreed that Mr. Balfour should draft a document explain- 
ing the policy of the Council towards Roumania, and that this doc- 
ument should be submitted to the Council on the following day. 

It was also agreed that both M. Clemenceau and Mr. Balfour 
should endeavour to find a suitable representative of the Council to 
send to Bukarest.) : 

3. The interpreter read a letter from Mr. Hoover to M. Clemen- 
ceau (see Appendix A), stating that the amount of railway rolling 
stock in locomotives and wagons was much larger in Hungary than 
had been originally surmised. The rolling stock in- 


Allotment of 
Reding Stork cluded equipment: formerly belonging to the Galli- 
Hungary cian railways, and therefore due to the Polish Gov- 


ernment; belonging to the Bohemian railways and therefore due to 
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the Czecho-Slovak Government; belonging to the East Prussian rail- 
ways and therefore due to the Polish Government; belonging to 
the Alsace-Lorraine railways and therefore due to the French Gov- 
ernment; a considerable number of wagons belonging to the Tren- 
tino railways and therefore due to the Italian Government, and a 
large number of locomotives and wagons formerly belonging to the 
Roumanian railways and therefore due to the Roumanian Govern- 
ment. It seemed imperative that the Peace Conference should direct 
that the distribution of this rolling stock be dealt with by the Gov- 
ernments concerned; and Mr. Hoover recommended that the Com- 
munications Section of the Supreme Economic Council be author- 
ised to undertake an immediate control of this rolling stock and that 
a preliminary distribution be authorised on the basis of the actual 
identification of the material. 

Mr. Batrour asked whether it was proposed that the rolling-stock 
belonging to each country should be returned to that country, as, for 
example, former Polish rolling-stock to Poland, or whether the whole 
should be pooled. 

Mr. Pox suggested that, as the principle was not accepted, the 
matter should be discussed by the Commission on Reparations. 

(It was then decided to refer Mr. Hoover’s letter (Appendix “A”) 
regarding the allotment among the Allies of rolling-stock found in 
Hungary, to the Organising Committee of the Reparations Commis- 
sion, for study and early report.) 

4. Mr. Poux said that M. Paderewski was expected in Paris on the 
following day. He suggested that the consideration of this Treaty 


should be delayed until his presence could be obtained 
Treaty With 


Folend Relating in the Council. 
Galigie st (It was agreed that the question should be dis- 


cussed on the following Friday.) 
5. The Council had before it the request from Dr. Benes con- 
tained in Appendix “B”. 
M. Cremenceav said that he thought that this re- 


Demand of the 


Delcncrelovek. © quest should be accepted. 
Seg Vion the Mr. Baurour said that if the Czecho-Slovaks were 
Agecien heard it would be impossible not to hear the Poles. 


M. Campon asked that a solution of the question be hastened, as 
delay was causing great anxiety both in Prague and in Warsaw. 

Mr. Porx thought it might perhaps be best that the experts be heard 
at once, in order that the Council should be prepared for the hearing 
of the Czecho-Slovak and Polish delegates. 

Grnrrat Le Ronp explained the report contained in Appendix “C”, 

He said that on April 14th a report had been furnished by the joint 
Czecho-Slovak and Polish Committees, in which four Delegations pro- 
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posed a certain line, and the Italian Delegation suggested another line, 
more favourable to the Poles. This report had not been examined 
by the Council. The Inter-Allied Commission in Teschen had since 
unanimously adopted another line, and the matter had been referred 
by the Council to the united Czecho-Slovak and Polish Committees. 
The matter was examined by sub-commissions. Three delegations 
agreed on a line very similar to that recommended by the Inter-Allied 
Commission in Teschen. The French and British Delegations made 
certain objections. They thought that the line proposed involved 
certain political and economic difficulties. This was implicity ad- 
mitted by the other Delegations, as they regarded as necessary supple- 
mentary agreements between Poland and Czecho-Slovakia to regulate 
the railway and coal situation between the two countries. 

When the question had been studied in the joint meeting of the two 
Committees, the British and French Delegations had withdrawn their 
objections, and adhered to the views of the majority. The report 
finally made deliberately set aside the political aspect of the question, 
which was reserved for the decision of the Council. He was bound to 
point out that if the line recommended were accepted by the Council, 
it would be necessary for the Council to arrange for the signature of 
Agreements between the two parties for the regulation of the economic 
relations and railway communications between the two parts of the 
territory of Teschen. It was only on these terms that the frontier 
could be made acceptable to Czecho-Slovakia. 

It was suggested that the study of these agreements should be re- 
ferred back to the Joint Committees. 

M. Trrront said that he thought the line should be adopted, and 
then the means of rendering it acceptable to the parties should be 
studied. 

M. Ciemenceav said he was unable to accept a line until he knew 
what was required to render it acceptable. 

Mr. Potx said that the line formerly suggested would have required 
no such agreements as were now proposed. It gave a Polish popula- 
tion, however, to Czecho-Slovakia. The line now recommended broke 
up the economic unity of the country for ethnic reasons, and there- 
fore required to be supplemented by economic agreements. 

M. Ciemenceav suggested that the Council should hear Dr. Benes 
and a Polish representative before deciding. 

M. Trrront said that any line suiting the Czecho-Slovaks would 
ipso facto not suit the Poles. The political effect in either case might 
endanger the existing Governments. Nevertheless, he thought that 
economic and ethnic reasons should prevail, and that the Council 
should not be unduly influenced by the prospects of any Government 
in power. 
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(It was agreed that MM. Benes and Dmowski should be heard on 
the following day.) 

6. M. Serruys said that, regarding Article 25, there had been in 
succession three proposals by Roumania. There was an Article in 
all the Treaties abrogating all Conventions made between the enemy 
ree Powers and Roumania, Russia or any portion of what 
Treaty of Peace had been the Russian Empire before or since the Ist 

August, 1914. Roumania had first wished to be ex- 
cluded from these Articles, secondly, she had wished that the Articles 
should be identical in all the Treaties, thirdly, she had asked that the 
clause in the Treaty with Bulgaria should be so framed as not to affect 
the Treaty of Bucharest of 1913.1. The Economic Commission had, 
therefore, proposed the following text for Article 25 :— 

“Bulgaria recognises as abrogated all Treaties, Conventions or 
Agreements concluded before the 1st August, 1914, or since that date 
up to the coming into force of the present Treaty, with Russia or with 
any State or Government the territory of which previously constituted 
any part of Russia as well as with Roumania, subsequent to the 15th 
August, 1916, up to the coming into force of the present Treaty.” 


The Economic Commission had thought this text acceptable, as all 
the economic agreements it was desired to abolish had taken place 
since the war. It was unnecessary to touch the Treaty of Bucharest 
of 1913. The Drafting Committee had been asked to examine the 
questions and had reached very similar conclusions. (See H. D. 31, 
Minute 2.) 2 The Drafting Committee pointed out that the main- 
tenance of the Treaty of Bucharest only affected States parties to 
that ‘Treaty and no others. (For the report of the Drafting Com- 
mittee, see Appendix “D”.) 

(At this point, the members of the Drafting Committee entered 
the room.) 

Mr. Baxrour asked why the Roumanians wished to maintain this 
Treaty. 

M. Serruys said they wished it maintained because it affected 
Roumanian prestige and because Roumania did not wish to give up 
any rights it established in her favour. In any case, these considera- 
tions were not the concern of the Economic Commission. 

Mr. Pork said that the Council had no reason to bind itself to 
recognise this Treaty, as the Roumanians had offered no satisfac- 
tion on the Dobrudja question. 

M. Tiron said that the questions before the Council were :— 


1, Could the Conference annul the Bucharest Treaty of 1913. The 
answer to this was in the negative. 


’ British and Foreign State Papers, vol. cvu, p. 658. 
* Vol. vu, p. 686. 
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2. Could the Conference enact economic or territorial regulations 
out of conformity with the Bucharest Treaty. Seeing that the 
Allied and Associated Powers were not party to the Treaty of Bucha- 
rest, they had the right to do so. 


Mr. Pox asked whether the clause, as at present framed, did not 
imply some recognition of the Treaty of 1913? 

M. Serruys said that the clause implied no such recognition. It 
only stipulated for the abrogation of Conventions made since August, 
1916, and was silent on the subject of the Treaty of Bucharest of 
1913. 

M. CreMENcEav said that, as the Conference had not yet settled 
whether Roumania was a friendly or hostile country, it might be as 
well to postpone the decision. 

Mr. Batrour observed that this clause was necessary to complete 
the Treaty with Bulgaria. 

M. CLeMENcEAU said that he did not wish to help the Roumanians 
in any way, nor did he wish to take any action against them. 

Mr. Horsr pointed out that the Treaty of 1913 was not only a bi- 
lateral agreement. It affected Roumania, Greece, Serbia, and, he 
thought, Montenegro. The Roumanians did not wish it abrogated as 
between themselves and the Bulgarians. 

Mr. Baurour asked whether only the Roumanians had asked for 
the framing of the article as it was now proposed. 

M. Szrrvys replied that Roumania alone had made the request, but 
that Greek and Serbian representatives had been present in the Eco- 
nomic Commission and had raised no objection to the framing of the 
article as now proposed. . 

Mr. Pox said that, if the Serbians and Greeks agreed, there ap- 
peared to be no reason why the Powers should not equally agree. 

M. Trrront said that, as, in his view, the Conference had no right 
to abrogate the Treaty of Bucharest of 1918, he could not agree to 
any article tending to do so. : 

Mr. Potx said that, though he thought the Conference would have 
a right to abrogate the Treaty of Bucharest, he was ready to agree 
to the adoption of the article as proposed. 

(It was decided to accept the drafting of Article 25 as proposed 
above.) 

7, Mr. Batrour asked what remained before the completion of the 
Treaty with Bulgaria. 

4 Mr. Hurst asked whether the Council had come 
Completion of A i. ° 

Treaty With to any conclusion regarding the frontier between 
Roumania and Bulgaria in the Dobrudja. 

Mr. Batrour observed that the Council had decided that Roumania 
could not, as she was an Allied Power, be asked to yield any terri- 
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tory to Bulgaria. This decision had been taken some time ago and 
had never been cancelled. The Council, however, had not concealed 
its feeling that Roumania ought to give up a piece of the Dobrudja 
which was clearly not Roumanian. Strained relations with Roumania 
would not, he thought, justify a change in this policy. If the Powers 
were to go to war with Roumania, the situation would doubtless be 
altered. He thought that, for the purposes of the Treaty with Bul- 
garia, it might be assumed that the old frontier in the Dobrudja 
was maintained, though this might be neither equitable or conducive 
to peace in the Balkans. 

M. Ciemenceav said that he agreed with Mr. Balfour. 

M. Trrront also agreed. 

Mr. Potx said that he would give his answer on the following day. 

(The members of the Drafting Committee then withdrew.) 

8. (At this point, M. Cheysson entered the room.) 

M. Cueysson explained the report of the Financial Commission 
on Articles 38 and 67 proposed by the Greek Delegation for insertion 

in the Treaty with Bulgaria. The question had been 

Opinion of Financial referred to the Financial Commission by a resolu- 
Articles 38.867 of | tion of the 12th August. (See H. D. 29, Minute 5.)¢ 


Proposals forthe He pointed out that the Greek Delegation asked for 
Treaty of Peace 


With Bulgaria. specially favourable terms in respect to properties 
{0 HD-22)" in territory to be ceded by Bulgaria to Greece. In 


all other cases of ceded territories, the acquiring 

State gave credit for the value of property accompanying the terri- 
tory in the Reparations account. The Financial Commission saw 
no reason for exceptional treatment in favor of Greece. (For the 
report of the Financial Commission see Appendix “E”.) 

Mr. Batrour asked what arguments were adduced by the Greek 
Delegation. 

M. Cuersson said that no special arguments were put forward at 
all. 

(It was decided to reject Article 38 proposed by the Greek Dele- 
gation for inclusion in the Treaty with Bulgaria.) 

M. Cueysson observed that this decision carried the rejection of 
Article 67. 

Mr. Baxrour asked whether Italy paid Austria for the railway lines 
transferred to her. 

M. Trrront said that Italy paid for these lines in the Reparation 
Account. 

(It was decided to reject Article 67 proposed by the Greek Dele- 
gation for inclusion in the Treaty with Bulgaria.) 





* Vol. vn, p. 491. 
*Ibid., p. 673. 
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(The meeting then adjourned.) 
Astort1a Horet, Paris, 3 September, 1919. 


Appendix A to HD-46 


[The Director-General of Relief (Hoover) to the President of the 
Peace Conference (Clemenceau) | 


SUPREME ECONOMIC COUNCIL 
OFFICE OF 
THE DIRECTOR GENERAL OF RELIEF 


Parts, September 3, 1919. 
M. Grorces CLEMENCEAU, 
President of the Peace Conference, 
Ministre des Affaires Ftrangéres, 
Quai d’ Orsay, Paris. 

Your Excettency: The great number of reports, which have come 
to my hands through the engineers who have been acting under the 
direction to me from the Supreme War Council in the co-ordination of 
railway operation in South Eastern Europe, indicate that the amount 
of railway rolling stock in locomotives and wagons in Hungary is much 
larger than was originally surmised. This rolling stock includes 
equipment formerly belonging to the Galician railways, and therefore 
due to the Polish Government; belonging to the Bohemian railways, 
and therefore due to the Czecho-Slovak Government; belonging to the 
East Prussian railways and therefore due to the Polish Government; 
belonging to the Alsace-Lorraine railways and therefore due to the 
French Government; a considerable number of wagons and cars be- 
longing to the Trentino railways and therefore due to the Italian Gov- 
ernment; and, of course, a number of locomotives and cars formerly 
belonging to the Roumanian railways and therefore due to the 
Roumanian Government. 

Under all these circumstances, it seems to me imperative that the 
Peace Conference should at once direct that the distribution of this 
railway rolling stock should be taken up systematically on behalf of 
all the Governments concerned, and I would like to recommend that 
the Communications Section of the Supreme Economic Council be at 
once authorised to undertake the immediate control of all of this rail- 
way rolling stock, subject of course to the Allied Mission at Budapest, 
and that they should authorise a preliminary distribution of this rail- 
way rolling stock on the basis of the actual identification of the ma- 
terial. 

The Communications Section, as you are aware, is comprised of 
eminent engineers representing the French, British, American and 
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Italian Governments, and would therefore seem to me to be the ap- 
propriate body to at once undertake this matter. 

A decision on the above lines on your part would allay the very con- 
siderable amount of feeling now existing in Poland, Czecho-Slovakia 
and elsewhere, with regard to the large diversions now being made to 
Roumania. 

Faithfully yours, Hersert Hoover 


Appendix B to HD-46 
[Translation °] 


[The Czechoslovak Minister for Foreign Affairs (Benes) to the 
President of the Peace Conference (Clemenceau) ] 


CZECHO-SLOVAK REPUBLIC 

MINISTRY OF FOREIGN AFFAIRS 
Paris, Aucust 22, 1919. 

Mr. Preswrnt: I have the honor to present to you on behalf of the 
Czechoslovak Delegation the following respectful request : 

The Commission which is dealing with the question of Teschen has 
ended its labors. It appears that it has already transmitted its re- 
port to the Supreme Council. 

The Czechoslovak Delegation presented its views before the Com- 
mission, and proposed a compromise which, in our opinion, would 
have been acceptable to both parties at once. I do not know what 
is exactly the opinion of the Commission, but I know that we have 
not been able to obtain the complete adhesion of the Commission. 
The interests of our Republic require us to try again, for the last 
time, to persuade the Supreme Council of the justice of our claims 
and of the spirit of moderation and of conciliation in which we pro- 
posed the compromise mentioned herein. 

The problem for the Czechoslovak Republic is of mounting grav- 
ity; it is indeed absolutely vital to the future of our country. If it be 
impossible to considér our claims, which are in our opinion abso- 
lutely just and legitimate, the consequences would be very far reaching. 

I venture, therefore, Mr. President, to request the Supreme Coun- 
cil, in the name of the Czechoslovak Delegation, to give us a hear- 
ing before it comes to a definitive decision. 

Accept [etc.] Epovarp BEnrEs 

To H. E. Monsieur Grorcrs Cuemencrau 

President of the Peace Conference 
Paris, 


* Translation from the French supplied by the editors. 


THE COUNCIL OF HEADS OF DELEGATIONS 87 
Appendix C to HD-46° 


Report Presented Jointly to the Supreme Allied Council by the Com- 
mission on Polish Affairs and the Commission on Ozecho-Slovak 
Affairs on the Questions of Teschen and Orava 


MANDATE AND SuMMARY OF MEETINGS 


By two decisions, dated 12th, and 27th [25th] July respectively,’ 
the Supreme Council referred the questions of Orava and Teschen 
to the Commission on Polish Affairs and the Commission on Czecho- 
Slovak Affairs jointly, for examination and report. 

The two Commissions together, after having proceeded to a gen- 
eral examination of the questions of Orava and Teschen, at their 
meetings of 28rd, and 24th July, entrusted more detailed examina- 
tion of the question to a Sub-Commission composed as follows :— 


General Le Rond (France) Chairman 


. hie (United States of America) 
Hon. Harold Nicolson Ke ; 
Lieutenant-Colonel Kisch \ (British Empire) 

Marquis Della Torretta 

Mr. Stranieri } (Italy) 


Mr. Otchiai (Japan) 


This Sub-Commission met 5 times between 26th July and 18th 
August. It heard Mr. Benes, Minister of Foreign Affairs of the 
Czecho-Slovak Republic, and Mr. Dmowski, First Delegate of Poland. 

During three meetings held on the 19th, 20th and 22nd August, 
the two Commissions in joint session, drafted the present Report, 
which was unanimously adopted and which they have the honour to 
submit to the Supreme Council. | 


I. Question or TEscHEN 
Two facts necessitated further examination of the question of 


Teschen, 1. ¢.:— 


(1) The failure of the Cracow negotiations destroyed all hope of a 
direct agreement between the Poles and the Czecho-Slovaks on the 
subject of Teschen. 


“*The English text filed under Paris Peace Conf. 481.213302/2 has been substi- 
tuted for the French text which accompanies the minutes as appendix C to 


HD-46. 
7HD-6, minute 2, and HD-18, minute 2, vol. vi, pp. 117 and 257. 
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(2) The members of the Interallied Commission of Teschen, who 
had studied the question on the spot for several months, unanimously 
agreed upon a line more favourable to the Polish claims than the line 
formerly proposed at Paris by the majority of the members of the 
two Commissions, and very similar to the line favoured by the 
minority at that time. 

Moreover, since the 14th April (on which date the Note of the two 
Commissions relative to Teschen was transmitted to the Supreme 
Council) the doubts entertained by the Commissions as to the real 
aspirations of part of the population of the Teschen district— 
(which, although speaking Polish, seemed rather to be opposed to 
union with Poland)—have disappeared, owing to very definite infor- 
mation received from Teschen. This information represents that 
population as giving proof of such Polish national feeling as to 
establish, beyond serious dispute the fact that the ethnical factor is 
clearly in favour of the Poles in the three districts of Freistadt, 
Teschen and Bielitz. 

Moreover, the position of Poland from the point of view of coal 
production has become uncertain owing to the institution of a plebi- 
scite in Upper Silesia. 

Taking into account the considerations set forth above, the members 
of the two Commissions have unanimously agreed that :— 


(a) from the ethnographical point of view, the claims of the Poles 
to the three districts of Freistadt, Teschen and Bielitz are fully 
justified. 

(5) from the economic and railway points of view, the attribution 
to Poland of the coal basin of Karwin and the Oderberg—Jablunkau 
railway would present most serious drawbacks to the Czecho-Slovaks, 
who would be dependent on Poland for coal and coke production and 
would also be compelled to construct expensive railway connections 
to maintain communication between the mining district of Mahrisch- 
Ostrau and Czecho-Slovakia. 


From the political point of view, the two Commissions are of 
opinion that it is not for them to take into account considerations of 
general policy, as falling beyond their competence and exclusively 
within the scope of the Supreme Council. 

Consequently, the members of the two Commissions have weighed 
only the economic considerations, which are strongly in favour of the 
Czecho-Slovaks, and the ethnographical arguments, which are indis- 
putably in favour of the Poles. They have felt obliged in principle to 
grant preference to the ethnical factor, because they have been unable 
to find any means of inducing the Polish population of the Teschen 
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district, whose national feeling is very strong, to live peaceably under 
Czecho-Slovak domination. At the same time they have thought it 
possible, by a number of provisions and guarantees not yet definitely 
determined, to lessen to a large extent the economic disadvantages im- 
posed on Czecho-Slovakia by the attribution to Poland of the mining 
basin of Karwin and part of the Oderberg—Jablunkau railway. 

Consequently, the two Commissions have the honour unanimously 
to propose to the Supreme Council the frontier line described in An- 
nex I. This line only differs in a few details from the line unani- 
mously proposed by the Teschen Commission. 

At the same time, the two Commissions are unanimously of opinion 
that, in order to be fair, the settlement they propose must ensure that 
the Czecho-Slovak State be given reliable guarantees that Poland will 
contribute substantially towards meeting the deficit in the coal produc- 
tion of Czecho-Slovakia and will give her full transit facilities on the 
Oderberg—Jablunkau line until the completion of the railway con- 
struction required to join the basin of Mahrisch-Ostrau with the Jab- 
lunkau pass. 

They therefore request the Supreme Council :— 


(a) to decide as to the acceptance of the proposed frontier line; 
(6) if this frontier is accepted :— 

(1) to refer back to them the question of determining the eco- 
nomic and railway concessions which Poland should in justice 
grant to the Czecho-Slovak State; 

(2) to instruct them to draw up the clauses of a Treaty to be 
concluded between the principal Allied and Associated Powers, 
Poland and Czecho-Slovakia, for the purpose of guaranteeing to 
the latter any concessions considered necessary ; 

(3) to authorise them to consult coal and railway experts with 
a view to the drafting of these clauses, and also to hear Czecho- 
Slovak and Polish Delegates on the subject. 


The line described in Annex I follows generally the ethnical line of 
demarcation, leaving within Czecho-Slovak territory any districts the 
ethnographical character of which is uncertain. Indeed, owing to the 
fact that the Czecho-Slovak State is in greater need of coal than 
Poland, it seemed wise to give the Czecho-Slovaks the benefit of the 
doubt in that portion of the mining district where the ethnographical 
position was not perfectly clear. 

Further, in the Jablunkau district a large number of Poles have 
had to be left in Czecho-Slovakia, owing to the necessity for ensuring 
to Czecho-Slovakia the free disposal of the Jablunkau pass, which 
is indispensable to them for ensuring railway communication between 
the Mihrisch-Ostrau mining districts and Czecho-Slovakia. 
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The effect of the proposed line, from an ethnographical point of 
view, is shown by the following statistics, viz:— 


AUSTRIAN CENSUS OF 1910 


Territory assigned ‘Territory assigned 

to Czecho-Slovaks to Poles 
Total population 185,625 249, 196 
Czechs 105, 161 10, 448 
Poles 62, 080 171, 770 


According to the statistics of 1918 the production of coal is approxi- 
mately as follows :—* 


Total production 7, 595,000 tons. 
Portion of coal basin assigned 

to Poland. 3,000, 000 tons (about 40%) 
Portion of coal basin assigned 

to Czecho-Slovakia. 4,595,000 tons (about 60%) 

As regards coke the approximate figures are as follows:— 

Total production 1, 718,000 tons. 
Portion assigned to Poland 520, 000 tons (i. e. 31%) 
Portion assigned to Czecho- 

Slovakia. 1,198,000 tons (i.e. 69%) 


II. Question or Orava 


A report submitted by an officer, after an investigation conducted 
on the spot, led one of the Delegations to request the Supreme Coun- 
cil to initiate a fresh examination of the question of Orava. 

The members of the two Commissions unanimously consider that 
the fresh information furnished by this report involves a modifica- 
tion of their previous conclusions in favour of the retention of the 
former administrative boundary between Czecho-Slovakia and 
Galicia. 

That frontier, although satisfactory from the geographical point 
of view was open to objection from an ethnical point of view in that 
it placed under Czecho-Slovak rule the north-eastern part of the Orava 
district—which Czecho-Slovakia and Polish ethnographical experts 
alike recognise as comprising a Polish majority. 

The frontier now proposed by the two Commissions runs along 
a series of heights and is clear from a topographical point of view. 
Moreover it follows the line of ethnical division almost exactly with- 
out incorporating within Poland a single village found to contain a 
Czecho-Slovak majority. 


* These figures are based.on the report of the Teschen Commission. [Footnote 
in the original.] 
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Mr. Pork ‘said that the Inter-Allied Generals at Budapest: had 
originally attempted to carry out their instructions. .They had got 
into communication with the Roumanian Authorities, as directed, but 
had found that it was of no use receiving polite assurances from the 
Roumanians, and taking note of promises which these latter had 
no intention of fulfilling. The Military Mission had been at Buda- 
pest for three weeks, and, having found that it was impossible to carry 
out their instructions as originally drafted, had none the less attempted 
to make themselves useful to the Council, and had, in consequence, got 
involved in political questions. 

M. Ciemencest said that he thought the moment had come to send 
an ultimatum to the Roumanians. He thought it should be communi- 
cated to them by some well-known public man, whose nationality was 
not a point of any importance. : 

Mr. Batrour‘said that he had'a plan which might be followed in 
conjunction with that of M. Clemenceau. It had for long been evi- 
dent that the promises of the Roumanian authorities were of no use. 
The only success that the Council had obtained in its dealings with 
the Roumanians had occurred when the authorities of that country had 
been told that they must either accede to the wishes of the Council, or 
come into open conflict with the Allied troops. He gave as an example 
the action of Admiral Troubridge, who, when in charge of the moni- 
tors on the Danube, had resisted the Roumanian requisitions of barges, 
and the action of the Roumanian authorities in stopping the transit 
of food across the river. Admiral Troubridge’s attitude had been 
firm, and, as it was backed by force, the Roumanians had given way. 
At the present moment the Council was unable to get any reply to its 
communications to the Roumanian Government, but although this 
was the case, he was certain that no Roumanian Statesman would 
take the responsibility of bringing the troops of his country into con- 
flict with the Allied Armies. His proposal therefore, was to occupy 
some place in Hungary with a small body of Allied troops. He was 
sure that the Roumanians would never fight them. It might possibly 
be easier to send a force of warships into the Black Sea. 

Mr. Porx said that the only vessels belonging to the United States 
of America in the Mediterranean area were stationed at Fiume and 
Smyrna. | 

M. Trrront said that, before taking the action proposed by M. Cle- 
menceau, the Council ought to wait for a complete report from the 
Inter-Allied Mission of Generals at Budapest. 

M. Cremenceav, commenting upon Mr. Balfour’s last remark, said 
that the Roumanians had recently got hold of the Paris press.. He 
did not attach great importance to this, but, at the same time, he did 
not wish to let the French people think that he had performed a quasi-) 
belligerent act against the Roumanians, without having previously 

510124—46—voL. VIII——5 4s 
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communicated an ultimatum to them. He thought that Allied war 
vessels might be sent into the Black Sea, pending a reply from the 
Roumanian Government, but that they should not, be called upon to 
act until an answer had been obtained. 

The three demands which he proposed to make to the Roumanians 
were :— 

a that they should cease from making requisitions in Hungary, 
and should place all the material that they had seized at the disposal 
of the Council: ; 

(2) that they should promise definitely that they would make no 


separate peace with Bungay 
(3) that they should withdraw their troops from Hungary. 


M. Tirronz said that he thought that, before warships were sent to 
Roumania, a reply to M. Clemenceau’s ultimatum ought to be obtained. 
With regard to the three demands which M. Clemenceaw propdsed to 
make to the Roumanian authorities, he agreed that the Roumanian 
Armies should be ordered to cease their requisitions, and place the 
material seized at the disposal of the Allies; he agreed that they should 
be ordered to make no separate peace; but before he could consent to 
ordering the Roumanians to evacuate Hungary, he thought the Coun- 
cil ought to be sure that the Roumanian withdrawal would not open 
the door to a recrudescence of Bolshevism, and a revival of a new series 
of Bela Kuns. A police force, sufficient to maintain order in that 
country, should be raised. 

M. Cremenceat said that the occupation of Budapest by Roumania, 
and the continued defiance of the Council, was a situation quite as 
grave as any produced by a Bolshevik Government in Hungary. 

M. Tirroni said that it might possibly be best to make the Rou-. 
manians promise that they would retire on receiving orders from the 
Council. 

Mr. Batrour said that he thought that a decision ought not to be 
taken finally until the following day. 

(At this point a general discussion as to the most suitable person . 
to be entrusted with the ultimatum to Roumania, ensued. The names 
of Sir Eyre Crowe and Admiral Troubridge were mentioned in:this 
connection. ) Bo 

M. Trrroni said that he could not for the moment promise Italian 
participation in any Naval action that might ensue. With regard to 
the person who should be entrusted with the communication of the: 
ultimatum, he thought that sending an Admiral to Bucarest would 
be like making a Naval demonstration without ships. He ‘preferred 
that a diplomat should convey the orders of the Conference. 

Mr. Poxx said that, in his opinion, the despatch of an ultimatum 
to Roumania did not bind the United States to subsequent Naval 
action. ; 
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(It was decided that the question should be adjourned to the follow- 

ing day.) 
5. M. Fromacgor said that the Economic Commission had, on the 
previous day, presented the Drafting Committee with a clause, which 
it proposed should be added to Article 268 of the 


Addition to ; Peace Treaty with Austria (See Appendix “F”). 
Peace Treaty The Drafting Committee could not do what it had 
1 ria 


been asked to, without the approbation of the Coun- 
cil, and was of the opinion that the proposed clause should not be 
added. In the first place there were difficulties, owing to the fact 
that, as the boundaries of the future Hungarian State had not been 
settled, it was hard to lay down rules as to the future status of all 
citizens now situated in the territorial area provisionally called Hun- 
gary. In the second place, Article 90 of the Peace Treaty with 
Austria clearly laid down that Austria should recognise the validity 
of all the provisions of the future Peace Treaty with Hungary. He 
therefore thought that the clause asked for by the Economic Com- 
mission should be added to the Hungarian Treaty, since it was 
obviously too late to put it into the Austrian Treaty. 

(It was decided to reject the proposal of the Economic: Commis- 
sion to the effect that the special clause drafted in Appendix “KE” 
[“#”] should be added to Article 263 of the Austrian Peace Treaty. 

It was agreed that a clause effecting the results required should be 
added to the Hungarian Peace Treaty.) 

6. Mr. Wootsey said that the reply to the Austrian Government 
on the subject of the Economic Clauses in the Peace Treaty, had 

referred to certain concessions made in a Note from 
Interpretations of the Council, dated, July 8th, 1919,? and addressed to 


the Austrian Peace a , : ° 
Treaty Contained the Austrian Delegation. In view of the importance 


the Austrian e of the Note, and of the decision of the Council on 

August 28th,‘ to refer the reply now being made to the 
Austrian Government, to the Drafting Committee, in order to ascer- 
tain whether changes in the Peace Treaty were necessary, on account 
of interpretative passages in the proposed reply, he made the follow- 
ing suggestion :— 

“That the Note of July 8th, 1919, as well as any other Notes to the 
Austrian Delegation, containing interpretative passages on the Treaty 
of Peace, shotild likewise be referred to the Drafting Committee, to 
ascertain whether changes in the Peace Treaty might be necessary, 
on account of such interpretative passages.” 

He had another point which he wished to bring before the notice 
of the Council. On August 28th, the Council had decided that a 
Clause-should be inserted in the proposed covering letter to the replies 

* Annex 2 to HD-2, vol. vu, p. 53. ° 

* HD-41, idid., p. 960. 
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to the Austrian Delegation, on the subject of the Peace Treaty, to the 
effect that the covering letter in question ought not to be taken as 
in any sense modifying) the text of the Treaty. In view of the fact 
that the reply of July 8th, 1919, to the Austrian Delegation might 
be regarded’ as interpretative of the text of the Treaty, he 
suggested :— 

“That the clause in the covering letter should be made to cover all 
replies made to the Austrian Delegation, and not only the covering 
letter under consideration.” 

(These two proposals were referred to the Drafting Committee, 
who entered the room to report on them.) 

M. Fromaceor said that, in answer to the first point raised by Mr. 
Woolsey, he would draw the attention of the Conference to the fact 
that the first edition of the Peace Treaty had been presented to the 
Austrians on June 6th. A long series of communications had fol- 
lowed; and the second edition of the Peace Treaty had been presented 
on July 20th. It was with this second edition that all replies to the 
Austrian Delegation were concerned, and it was therefore not neces- 
sary to discover whether replies of an earlier date than July 20th 
contained interpretative passages of a superseded text of the Peace 
Treaty. 

(Mr. Woolsey’s first proposal was therefore rejected.) 

He thought that Mr. Woolsey’s second suggestion ought to be 
adopted, and the phraseology of the covering letter altered, so as to 
meet the point. 

(It was agreed that the wording of the general covering letter to 
the replies of the Austrian counter-proposals of the Peace Treaty 
should be so modified as to state that no passage in any of the replies 
should be regarded as an authoritative interpretation of the Peace 
Treaty.) . i 
The Meeting then adjourned ‘for a discussion én camera. 

_Horen Asrorra, Paris, 2 September, 1919. ) 
eestor of} i 5 
Appendix A to HD-45 
_. [Translation 5] _ | 
Wititee Do hess o) oy ay. + SEPTEMBER 2, 1919, 
Draft of a Letter to. the Germans an 


The Allied-and Associated Powers have taken note of the German 


Constitution of August. 11, 1919. . They: declare that. the provisions 
in the second paragraph. of article 61 constitute. a formal violation 


* Translation from the French supplied by the editors... yy as o 
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of article 80 of the Treaty of Peace signed at Versailles on June 28, 
1919. 
This violation is twofold: 

(1) Article 61, in stipulating the admission of Austria to the 
Reichsrat, assimilates that Republic to the German territories 


(Deutsche Lander) which compose the German Empire, an assimi- 
lation which is incompatible with respect. for the independence of 


Austria. 
(2) In admitting and regulating the participation of Austria in 


the Council of the Empire, article 61 creates a political bond and a 
common political activity between Germany and Austria, in absolute 
opposition to the independence of the latter. . 


Consequently, the Allied and Associated Powers, after reminding 
the German Government that article 178 of the German Constitu- 
tion declares that ‘“‘the provisions of the Treaty of Versailles cannot 
be affected by the Constitution,” invite the German Government to 
take due measures to remove without delay this violation by declar- 
ing null article 61, second paragraph. 

Without prejudice to any subsequent measures, in case of refusal, 
and by virtue of the treaty (particularly article 429), the Allied and 
Associated Powers inform the German Government that this viola- 
tion of its pledges on an essential point will constrain them, if their 
just demand is not complied with, within fifteen days from the present 
date, to order immediately an extension of their occupation of the 
right bank of the Rhine. 


Appendix B to HD-45 
[Translation °] 


Report by the Central Committee on Territorial Questions on the 
Southern Frontier of Bulgaria 


Paris, September 1, 1919. 


In accordance, with the instructions of the Supreme Council, the 
Central Territorial Committee ,has examined anew the question of 
the southern frontier of Bulgaria, and has been guided by the views 
contained in the despatch from President Wilson.’ 

It. has the honor to submit to the Supreme Council the following 
report, which it has adopted unanimously: 

(1) The present frontier between Bulgaria and Greece should’ be 
rectified in the region to the north. of Buk in order. to deprive the 
Bulgarians of all facilities for attack on the town and bridge of 


* Translation from the French supplied by the editors. 
7 See appendix C to HD-44, p. 50. 
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Buk. This region is of small extent and has a sparse Mohammedan 
population, and the present frontier offers difficulties ; 

(2) As regards the southern frontier of Bulgaria in Bulgarian 
Thrace, the Committee is unanimous in recommending the adoption 
of the frontier defined in the attached annex. 

This annex has been drawn up in such form that it may be im- 
mediately inserted in the conditions of peace with Bulgaria; 

(8) As regards the question of Bulgaria’s freedom of access to the 
Aegean Sea, that question has been dealt with by the Commission on 
the International Regime of Ports, Waterways, and Railways, in ar- 
ticle 24 of the provisions to be inserted in the treaty of peace with 
Bulgaria. ~ 

This article having been drafted on June 21, and on the supposition 
that the port of Dédéagatch would belong to Greece, it is advisable to 
ask the Commission on Ports, Waterways, and Railways to make a 
new draft in accordance with present expectations, 

The Committee believes that it should, on this occasion, draw the 
attention of the Supreme Council to the conclusions in the attached 
note from the French delegation,® in the event that an international 
commission should be set up at Dédéagatch. 

A similar note has been presented by the Italian delegation.° 

It seems necessary to ask the Commission on Ports to take into ac- 
count the considerations of the said note, because of the fact that that 
Commission has previously judged that it is not its province to take 
into consideration any political factors. : 

It seems to the Committee, moreover, needless to insert in the treaty 
with Bulgaria any provisions of detail which will be adopted by the 
Principal Allied and Associated Powers to assure to Bulgaria free 
access to the Aegean Sea, 


Annex I 
Description of the Southern Frontier of Bulgaria in Thrace 


From West to East: 

The frontier of 19138-1915 betweeen Bulgaria and Greece up to the 
point where it leaves the line of the watershed between the basins of 
the Mesta-Karasu on the south and of the Marica on the north in the 
neighborhood of point 1587 (Dibikli.) 

Thence eastward to point 1295 at 18 Km. to the west of Kuschuk-— 
Derbend on this line of the watershed. 

Thence eastward to the point where it meets the old frontier of 1913 
on the river Kizildeli Suja (Cetakea). 





® Annex I. 
° Annex II. 
* Annex III, 
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The line of the secondary ridge which closes on the south the basin 
of the Akcehisar (Dzuma) Suju. 

Thence northward to the point where it meets the river Maritsa. 

The frontier of 1913. 

Thence to a point to be selected at about 3 Km. downstream from 
the station of Kadikoj. 

The principal course of the Maritsa downstream. 

Thence northward to a point to be selected at the tip of the salient 
which the frontier of the Treaty of Sofia of 1915 forms at about 
10 Km. to the southeast of Mustafa Pascha. . 

A line to be determined on the spot. 

Thence eastward to the Black Sea. 

The frontier of the Treaty of Sofia of 1915, then the frontier of 1913. 


Annex II 
FRENCH DELEGATION 


Paris, June 25, 1919. 
Note 


The Commission on Ports, Waterways, and Railways has suggested 
a practical regime to guarantee to the Bulgarians, in case they find 
themselves excluded from Bulgarian Thrace, access to a port on the 
Aegean Sea (Cavalla or Dédéagatch) and the use of a direct railway 
line. 

The regime must be guaranteed and carried out, in the absence of 
an agreement between the Greeks and Bulgarians, by an international 
commission. Having in mind only technical considerations, the Com- 
mission on Ports has proposed a commission of three members (a 
Greek, a Bulgarian, and an Englishman). 

But the question is essentially political: It is necessary to prevent 
eventual recriminations, whether by Greeks or Bulgarians, if they are 
led to arbitrate under a single great power. Consideration should 
also be given to the fact that France, as well as England, is a guarantor 
‘of Greece, under the treaties of 1832 and 1863," and must be repre- 
sented on the same footing. Finally, there would be evident advan- 
tages in giving such a guarantee of impartiality in the Commission as 
would be represented by the presence not only of the delegates of 
qualified powers, but also of a power wholly disinterested in the ques- 
tion, such as the United States. 

The projected commission, in accordance with these considerations 
(and in order to make sure always of a majority), should include five 

4 British and Foreign State Papers, vol. crx, p. 879. 


2 Treaty of London, May 7, 1832, ibid., vol. xIx, p. 33; treaties of London, July 13, 
1863, and November 14, 1863, ibid., vol. Lm, pp. 28 and 19. 
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delegates: a Greek, a Bulgarian, an Englishman, a Frenchman, and 


an American. . cf 


Annex IIT 
ITALIAN DELEGATION 
TO THE PEACE CONFERENCE, 
HOTEL EDWARD VII 


Parts, July 6, 1919. 

The Commission on the International Regime of Ports, Waterways, 
and Railways decided, on the occasion of,an inquiry into the question 
of free access to the Aegean Sea for Bulgaria, that a special conven- 
tion between Greece and Bulgaria should define the settlement of this 
matter. In case of a failure to agree,'a commission composed. of one 
delegate each from Greece, Bulgaria, and Great Britain should be 
charged with laying down the conditions of an agreement (article 24). 

The French Delegation, by'a note of June 25% addressed to the 
Secretariat General of the Conference, seemed to expect that this 
commission would receive certain powers in the matter of guaranteeing 
and carrying out the regime to beset up, and it suggested, therefore, 
that a representative. for France and one for the United States be 
added to the commission. 

The Italian Delegation is of opinion that the: commission as con- 
templated in article 24 has no functions but those relating to the con- 
cluding of a special convention between Greece and Bulgaria to settle 
the conditions of free access to the sea. 

This decision appears’ to be of the same sort as that which was 
adopted by the regime for the ports of Hamburg and Stettin, and the 
Italian Delegation has not, therefore, any remark to make. But in 
the event that changes are to be introduced into the composition of the 
commission in question, or that powers to insure and carry out the con- 
ditions laid down, by the convention are to be entrusted to it, an 
Italian representative should be added to it upon the same footing as 
the other representatives. ' 

In fact, all the powers stand upon a basis of perfect equality. in 
this matter, for the regime which was provided. flows from decisions 
which all the powers took in common agreement, _ 

At the same time, the Italian Delegation invites attention to the 
fact that article 24 mentions only the ports of Cavalla and Dédéa- 
gatch, whereas in the formal] engagement taken by Mr. Venizelos be- 
fore the commission. for the study of. territorial questions affecting 
Greece (page 5), there is also a question of Salonika. The. choice 
of this port by Bulgaria cannot be eliminated beforehand, especially 





*% Supra, 
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since the port of Cavalla, not being directly connected by railway 
with the Bulgarian system, is not immediately available, and since 
the port of Dédéagatch, according to the same commission on Greek 
questions, has no real commercial value for Bulgaria. 


Annex IV 
Paris, July 24, 1919. 
Note 


Access By BuieaRiA To CAVALLA oR DEDEAGATCH 


In providing for the attribution of Bulgarian Thrace to Greece, 
an arrangement which would separate Bulgaria from the Aegean 
Sea, the Commission on the International Regime of Ports, Water- 
ways, and Railways suggested the insertion, in the treaty with Bul- 
garia, of a clause of which the essential terms are the following: 


(1) Greece will give in lease to Bulgaria for 50 years a free zone 
reserved either in the port of Cavalla or in that of Dédéagatch, as 
Bulgaria may choose. 

(2) Bulgaria shall enjoy special facilities for transit. 

(3) A convention, which may be revised every ten years, will fix 
the conditions of this cession and the manner of its use. 

(4) If the port chosen is Cavalla, a railway shall be built and 
operated by Greece to connect the port with the Bulgarian frontier. 


The questions referred to in paragraphs 3 and 4 would be, in 
case of disagreement between Greece and Bulgaria, submitted to the 
decision of a commission composed of one Bulgarian representative, 
one Greek, and one British. 

The Commission on ports in making this suggestion, has taken a 
merely technical point of view, and has not taken into account cer- 
tain political considerations of great importance to the proper func- 
tioning of the instrumentality thus created. This instrumentality 
has a role essentially impartial and judicial. In having only a single 
great power to participate in it, there is a risk of being open to 
accusations either by the Greeks or by the Bulgarians, who, after 
decisions are rendered, will attribute them to the attitude or the 
political interests of that great power. 

The French Delegation considers that in order to give proper au- 
thority to the commission which is to function at Cavalla or Dédéa- 
gatch, it is advisable to have several great powers participate in it. 

Tt considers that Great Britain and France, who are both guarantors 
of Greece, are naturally indicated for this task, and moreover that their 
intervention will be received by the Bulgarians themselves as a guar- 
antee of impartiality. 


68 THE PARIS PEACE CONFERENCE, 1919, VOLUME VIII 
Appendix C to HD-45 


Decypher of Telegram From Admiral Troubridge, Buda-Pest, to 
Astoria 
Unnumbered D. 30 Auveusr, 1919. 
R. 1 September 1919, 10: 00. 

Forward to War Office. 

Following for Admiralty, begins: 

Situation here is critical for Europe. Roumanians demand imme- 
diate acceptance by Hungarian Government of following conditions. 

Occupation, of Hungary for one year giving opportunity for pre- 
paring country for personal (sic) (%commencement of) union with 
Roumania. Immediate customs union with Roumania. Cession of 
strategic points near Szegedin on mouth of Maros River and Bekes 
Csaba. No treaties to be made with Great Britain or Jugo-Slavs. 
They state to Hungarian Ministers they have already an alliance with 
Italy in which Hungary must join in order to assume policy of en- 
circlement of Jugo-Slavs. I have urged Ministers to refuse any 
armistice or treaty with Roumania and to follow the counsels of the 
Supreme War Council at Paris. It is necessary to recognise at once 
any Government formed here and support them with energy. 





Appendix D to HD-45 


Paraphrase of Telegram From General Gorton, Budapest, Received 
Through U. 8. Naval Communication Service, Paris, to Astoria, 
Paris 


No. G 45 D. 30-31 Aueusr, 1919. 

Admiral Troubridge has been told by Diamandy that the tele- 
graphic despatches of the Supreme Council, dated 23rd and 25th Au- 
gust * had not been communicated to him. | 

The veracity of this is doubtful, but Rumania continues to make 
requisitions, There is no doubt that Rumania is striving to establish 
a separate Treaty with Hungary; telegrams of 28rd and 25th might 
therefore be transmitted privately to the Hungarian Government with 
advantage. 





* Appendix A to HD-37, vol. vo, p. 819, and appendix C to HD-38, ibid., p. 857. 
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Appendix E to HD-45 
[Translation *°] 


Telegram of August 26 From the Interallied Military Mission, Buda- 
pest, to the Supreme Council, Peace Conference, Paris 


No. 191. Urgent. Situation of Government in Hungary without 
change. ‘Two delegations, one representing the small tenants, and the 
other the factory workers, have asked to see the Mission in order to re- 
quest that they be represented in the new government. Another 
delegation calling itself Christian Socialist has come to protest against 
the departure of the Archduke, declaring that the result will be to 
deliver their country to the Jews and that Budapest ought to be called 
Judapest. The reply was made to all the delegations that the Inter- 
allied Mission could not meddle in the internal affairs of Hungary. No 
change in the attitude of the Rumanians. One single improvement in 
the situation since the arrival of the Mission—a certain quantity of 
provisions has been allowed to enter Budapest. It is believed that 
the Rumanians have the intention of withdrawing suddenly as soon as 
they shall have satisfied all their instincts for plunder. Meanwhile, 
all their acts, intentional or not, tend to deliver Hungary to bol- 
shevism and chaos. General Holban in Budapest promised last week 
to arm immediately, with revolvers and sabres, 4,000 men in the police; 
but, instead of doing so, and in disregard of the instructions of the 
Mission asking him to keep all Rumanian troops on the east of the 
Danube except the garrison of Budapest, it is believed that he intends 
to take possession of all Hungary, and to disarm and suppress the 
little Hungarian nucleus of Admiral Horthy which constitutes the 
sole defense of Hungary against bolshevism in the event that the 
Rumanians should abruptly evacuate the country. These measures 
being in contemplation at the same time that M. Diamandy made his 
recent declaration stating that a longer occupation.of Hungary by the 
Rumanians could only injure their prestige, give the impression that if 
Rumania finds the conditions imposed by the. Supreme Council too 
harsh for her to accept, she will seize all she can and then hastily aban- 
don Hungary, which because of the laxity of the Rumanian command- 
ers, will be left. without any means for defense against bolshevism 
and disorder. The Mission devoted the meeting of August 25 to mat- 
ters of relatively small importance, excepting the report by the British 
officer sent. to inspect trains entering Rumania by the Szolnok bridge. 


* Translation from the French supplied by the editors. __ 
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The British officer reports that the bridge will not be repaired for two 
or three weeks, but that he saw near the crossing 150 locomotives, 200 
to 800 empty freight cars, 4 aeroplanes in cars, 200 to 300 cars of mili- 
tary supplies, 300 tank cars, and between Szolnok and Budapest sev- 
eral hundred freight cars. 

InTeRALiiep Minrrary Misston 





[Translation ” ] 
2V.N.250 


Telegram of August 27, 1919, From Budapest to the Supreme Council, 
Peace Conference, Paris 


No. 197. No change shown in the situation of the Hungarian Gov- 
ernment. The following telegram from Count Sigray, who signs 
as commissioner of the Government for Western Hungary, was trans- 
mitted from Vienna: 


“The Rumanian troops are advancing toward Western Hungary, 
proclaiming that they come to reestablish order. We beg you to hear 
Our protest against the activities of the Rumanians. In Western 
Hungary perfect order reigns in all districts, and the Hungarian and 
German populations are pursuing the business of peaceful reconstruc- 
tion, which can only be disturbed by the undisciplined soldiery of the 
Rumanians,” 


A great procession of Christian Socialists filed past the office of 
the Mission and sent delegates to ask for the protection of the Allied 
Powers against the return of the regime of Jews and Bolshevists. 
The Mission stated that it could not intervene in domestic affairs, but 
that it would transmit the petition to the Supreme Council. No 
communication from the Rumanian Command, unless it be a report 
which is supposed to have emanated from the Hungarian Chief of 
Police. According to this report, four weeks will elapse before 4,000 
men for the police can be enrolled. Only 40 men each day are being 
recruited. The reasons given are: the harvest, the number of pris- 
oners detained in Rumania and Czechoslovakia, the bad train Service. 
The total force of the police is 1,850, of which 205 are mounted. A 
report has reached us that yesterday the bridge which was repaired 
at Czonsgrade was tested: the trial locomotive fell into the stream. 

ae —* Tavrerarenep Mmutary Misston 

11:20 a. m. 


eae 
* Translation from the French supplied by the editors. 
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[Translation 7°] 


Telegram of August 28-30, 1919, From Budapest to the Supreme 
Council, Peace Conference, Paris 


No. 200. Since resignation of Archduke various deputations, two of 
several hundred persons each, have asked leave to present petitions to 
Mission. 

Object of petitions generally is to prevent return of Jewish rule 
or bolshevism. It appears to Mission that in present plight of Hun- 
gary, with foreign occupation and absence of real government, it 
would be disheartening to people if no notice were taken of their 
appeal to Allied Powers. Consequently Mission proposes to receive 
deputations which cannot be avoided, to inform them it is expressly 
excluded from intervening in internal affairs of Hungary, but that 
it will forward their petitions to Supreme Council. 

Interatuiep Mizitary Mission 
2:22 p.m. 


[Translation *] 


Telegram of August 28-30, 1919, From Budapest to the Supreme 
Council, Paris 


No. 206. The Commission has just received a letter from the new 
President of the Hungarian Council. It is addressed to the, Presi: 
dent of the Supreme Council and will be sent to you by the next 
courier. The following is the text of the letter: 


“Mr. President: In accord with the action of the session of August 
22 Prince Joseph, Governor of Hungary, and the government ap- 
pointed by him, have resigned. The members of the new Cabinet 
are as follows: 


President of the Council, Minister of the Interior: Etienne 
Friedrich, manufacturer. 

Minister of Foreign Affairs: Count Imre de Czaky (appointed, 
but temporarily absent). 

Under Secretary of State for the Interior: Edmond de Benitzky, 
former official. 

Minister of Agriculture: Jules Rubinek, director of the National 
Agricultural Society; Under Secretary of State: Etienne 
Scabo Sokorapatka, farmer. 

* Translation is that filed under Paris Peace Conf. 181.9202/57. 


Translation is that filed under Paris Peace Conf. 181.9202/58, revised by 
the editors. 


72 THE PARIS PEACE CONFERENCE, 1919, VOLUME VIII 


Minister of Commerce: Franz de Henrich, merchant. 

Minister of Finance: Jean Grunn, former official. 

Minister of War: General Franz Schnitzer. 

Minister of Food Control: Karol Ereky, engineer-merchant. 

Minister of Public Worship and Industry : Karol Huszar, school- 
master; Under Secretary of State: Julius Pokar, man of 
letters. 

Minister of Justice: Georg Baloghy, judge. ; 

Minister. of National Minorities: Jakob Bleyer, university pro- 
fessor. 

Minister of Public Hygiene: Andreas Czillery, physician. 

Minister of Propaganda: Stephan Haller, man of letters. 

Minister of Farmers: Gan Mayre, farmer. 

Minister of Industrial Laborers: Daniel Olah, metal worker. 


It has been and it will always be almost impossible to form a min- 
istry that will at the same time satisfy the various military missions 
at Budapest and our numerous fragments of political parties and that 
will, besides, win the approval of the command of the royal troops of 
Rumania. One thing is, however, certain, that the Ministry as com- 
posed at’ present possesses the sympathy and absolute confidence of a 
large and decisive majority of the Hungarian people. The heads of 
the military missions have certainly had the chance to convince them- 
selves of this. I have tried to consider and satisfy loyally all just 
desires as fast as they have come up for our consideration. Conse- 
quently there are represented in this Cabinet large and small manu- 
facturers, merchants, officials, farmers and industrial laborers. Mr, 
President, during the time of the Bolshevist government of Bela Kun 
the party of Social Democrats amalgamated to form the party of 
Communists, which the Socialist leaders remaining here during the 
commune have always accentuated in all their speeches in the Soviet 
Congress, as well as in their official journal. For these Socialist lead- 
ers of the workers have not used their influence to defeat Bolshevism, 
but have either gone over to Bolshevism or have taken refuge abroad, 
and deserted the workingmen, who thus become the prey of the fatal 
idea of Bolshevism and of the terror of the Communist government. 
Their non-Bolshevik leaders who have gone abroad have put them- 
selves in relation with the Entente, but have not come to the assistance 
of either the workingmen or the State. The Hungarian bourgeoisie 
does not wish to see the working class misled, a class to which it re- 
serves an important place in its Future policy ; hence it is to the repre- 
sentatives of the real workingmen and not to the professional leaders 
of the Social Democrats that I addressed the invitation to join my 
Cabinet. Mr. President, in the interest of the possibility of productive 
work, I beg you to take measures to the end that the military missions 
at Budapest will refrain from trying to influence our internal politics, 
but will sale to maintain order and to reestablish the economic equi- 
librium. My Cabinet has decided to ‘hold the new elections to the 
National Assembly on the basis of universal suffrage (equal, secret 
vote, and by commune) as soon as possible, that is to say within three 
or four weeks, All Hungarians will recognize the legality of these 
elections. In order that no doubt may arise that the coming elections 
rest upon and express the free manifestation of the national will, I 
request you, Mr. President, to send us a commission of control for 
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these elections. It would be desirable that the Social Democrats form 
part of this commission. The elections will be held in territories, 
concerning which it will be possible to come to an.agreement with the 
command of the royal troops of Rumania. Mr. President, until such 
time as we shall be able to put the government in the hands of the 
National Assembly, our provisional government desires to carry out 
the following tasks: the complete annihilation of Bolshevism, the 
restoration of administration and jurisdiction, security of food and 
continuity of production, safety of person and property, restoration 
and protection of political equality, and the preparations for the elec- 
tions to the National Assembly. Mr. President, we request your sup- 
port in the accomplishment of our duty and in our firm desire to 
reestablish constitutional life. 

Please accept, Mr. President, the expression of my profound respect. 


(Signed) Friedrich 


The new President, Friedrich, was at the head of the former Cab- 
inet, of which 11 out of 14. members figure in the new one. Infor- 
mation from several sources, as well as certain ascertained facts, have 
confirmed the impression that Herr Friedrich, supported by the 
Archduke, is working actively to remain at the head of the new 
Cabinet and to keep colleagues who will not hinder too ‘seriously 
his political aims. Referring to the telegram of the Supreme Council 
of August 23,2? which brought about the fall of the Friedrich Cab- 
inet, we retain our first impression that a Cabinet formed in the 
above manner and presided over by Friedrich does not meet the require- 
ments of the Supreme Council. . 

INTERALLIED Miiirary Mission 


[Translation 7] 


Bupavest, August 29, 1919. 


From: The Inter-Allied Military Mission. 
To: The Supreme Council, Peace Conference, Paris. 

No. 215. A telegram received yesterday by a member of the Mission 
inquires why, if the Mission’ considers that the Hungarian army is 
reduced to the effectives stipulated by the Armistice of November 
13,2 the Supreme Council has not been advised of it; the telegram 
adds that the Supreme Council can not exact the withdrawal of the 
Rumanian army behind the line fixed by the Peace Conference until 
it can prove that all menace of military action on the part of Hungary 
against her neighbors is removed. Numerous messages sent by the 
Mission to the Supreme Council have declared that, with the excep- 


2? Appendix A to HD-37, vol. vu, p. 819. 
21Translation is that filed under Paris Peace Conf. 181.9202/61. 
® Vol. , p. 183. 
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tion of a small contingent, ill-equipped and counting less than 8000 
men under the orders of Admiral Horthy, west of the Danube, the 
Hungarian army as an army has ceased to exist, and that the Ru- 
manian forces have not evacuated Hungary because their presence 
is necessary until a Hungarian army sufficiently strong to maintain 
order in the interior can be organized. As the messages in question 
may have been ambiguous or inaccurately interpreted we wish to 
add now that, in the opinion of the Mission, the Hungarian army has 
for some time been reduced below the effectives mentioned in the 
armistice of November 13. 

INTERALLIED Minrrary Mission 


[Translation™] 


[Zelegram From the Interallied Military Mission in Hungary to the 
Supreme Council] 


Buparsst, August 30-31, 1919. 
To the Supreme Council, Paris. 

No. 225. With regard to the telegram from the Supreme Council, 
sent under date of August 21,24 concerning the establishment of con- 
trol posts to prevent the export of goods into Rumania, the Inter- 
allied Mission has not sufficient personnel for that purpose, and 
requests that three additional officers be sent immediately to Buda- 
pest by each of the four Allied Powers, in order to establish control 
posts on the Theiss. 

INTERALLIED Mission 





Appendix F to HD-45 
[Translation *] 
TREATY WITH AUSTRIA 


Addition to Article 263 Proposed by. the Special Committee of the 
Economic Commission 


All provisions of this section dealing with the relations between 
Austria or Austrian nationals and the nationals of the former Em- 
pire of Austria, apply also to the same relations between Austria 
or Austrian nationals and the nationals of the former Kingdom of 
Hungary who shall acquire of right, by application of the treaty 


= Translation from the French Supplied by the editors. 
** HD-35, vol. vir, p. 776. 
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of peace with Hungary, the nationality of an Allied or Associated 
Power. 
ALPHAND 
HuTcHINSON 
H. Asumwa 
Frep K. NILSEN 
M. Prnopr 


Amendment to Article 265 


At the beginning of Article 265, to read: 
Questions concerning persons previously nationals of the former 
Empire... 


510124—46—-VOL. vilI—6 


Paris Peace Conf, 180.03501/46 HD-46 


Notes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers Held in M. Pichon’s Room at the Quai d’Orsay, Paris, on 
Wednesday, September 3, 1919, at 11 a. m. 


Present 
UNITED States or 
AMERICA BritisH EMPIRE FRANCE 
Hon. F. L. Polk. Rt. Hon. A. J. Balfour. M. Clemenceau. 
M. Pichon. 
Secretary Secretaries Secretaries 
Mr. L. Harrison. Mr. H. Norman. M. Dutasta. 
Mr. P. Kerr. M. Berthelot. 
M. de Saint-Quentin. 
ITALY JAPAN 
M. Tittoni. M. Matsui. 
Secretary Secretary 
M. Paterno. M. Kawai. 
Joint Secretariat 
America, UNITED States or... Mr. C. Russell 
BrITIsH EMPIRE..... .... Capt. E. Abraham 
FRANCE 75 SRO a DEE Riese M. de Percin 
TPALY es ape ae mare: pores Capt. Rossi 


Interpreter—M. Camerlynck 


The following were also present for the items in which they were concerned :— 


AMERICA, UNITED STATES oF 
The Hon. H. Gibson. 

Dr. Lord. 

Mr. A. Dulles. 

Mr. Nielsen. 


British EMPmRp 
Mr. A. Leeper. 
Mr. Carr. 

Col. Kisch. 


FRANCE 
M. Cambon. 
M. Fromageot. 
M. Serruys. 
General Le Rond. 
M. Cheysson. 
M. Hermite. 
M. Massigli. 
ITALY 
M. Brambilla. 
M. Ricci-Busatti. 
M. Nagara. 
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1. M. Trrtont said that before beginning the business of the day, 
he wished to draw attention to a matter of considerable importance. 
The American Delegation had received news that on 
Byscnation the evacuation of Koritza by French troops, General 
Franchet d’Esperey had ordered their replacement by 
Greek troops. He thought this would lead to great trouble. 
M. Ciemenceav said that he had not seen any report to that ef- 
fect. Moreover, he did not think it likely that the information was 
correct. General Franchet d’Esperey had asked what he was to 
do after the evacuation. No orders had as yet been given. 
M. Trrronr said that it was very necessary to give orders that 
Greek troops should not occupy Koritza when the place was evacu- 
ated by the French. The Mussulman population was preparing 
partly to emigrate and partly to form armed bands to resist the 
Greeks. He understood that the French evacuation was imminent 
and whether or not the news to which he had alluded was correct, 
he thought the question should be examined. 
M. Cremencesv said that French troops would certainly not stay 
in Koritza, but that on their departure it would be arranged that 
the place should not be occupied. 
Mr. Potx said that the news he had received was merely a rumour. 
He had written to M. Clemenceau to inform him. 
M. Picuon said that the French Government agreed with M. Tit- 
toni and had already informed the Greeks that they should not oc- 
cupy Koritza. 
M. Berruetor observed that Pogradek was also'to be evacuated. 
It was common agreement that both Koritza and Pogradek belonged 
to Albania. It was also an agreed policy that no occupation of con- 
tested territories should take place without an order from the 
Council. 
M. Criemenceav asked that all documents on the subject be sup- 
plied to him in order that he should be able to give an opinion on 
the following day. 
Mr. Batrour asked that a note on the subject be prepared as he 
had not been given any information. 
(The question was then adjourned to the following day.) 
2. M. Cremmnceav said that on the previous day, Mr. Balfour 
had asked for an adjournment of 24 hours. He asked whether Mr. 
Balfour was able to give an opinion. 
Roumanian Affairs Mr. Batrour said that he agreed with the policy 

of sending a representative of the Council to Bucha- 
rest. He no longer thought, however, that Admiral Troubridge 
would be the best representative, as he had very rightly taken strong 
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action against the Roumanians. He thought a civilian represent- 
' ative would be better. The person selected should be ready to repre- 
sent the views of the Council very strongly, but he should not have 
been previously identified with any controversial action. He begged 
to suggest M. Jonnart, who had carried out very difficult negotiations 
in Greece with conspicuous success. Should he agree to go, Mr. Bal- 
four thought he would be the best possible representative. 

M. Picnon said that he was convinced that M. J onnart would. not 
accept the mission. He had resigned the Governorship of Algeria 
in order to take up the work of reconstructing the devastated 
districts. He would not be ready to abandon this work. 

M. Trrront agreed that M. Jonnart would be an excellent appoint- 
ment. 

M. Cremenczav said that he would ask M. Jonnart whether he 
was willing to go, but he did not expect him to accept. He asked 
whether Mr. Balfour could not make a British appointment in this 
alternative. 

Mr. Batrour said that another plan suggested to him was that in 
each capital the Roumanian diplomatic representative should be 
summoned and that the views of the Allied and Associated Powers 
should be clearly explained to him. 

M. Cimmencerav said that he did not think this course would be 
sufficient to meet the case. He wished to send a single individual 
to represent the Council in Bucharest and who would return with 
the answer of the Roumanian Government. 

Mr. Batrour observed that. the Council required more than an 
answer. It would be necessary for their representative to make 
public in Roumania the point of view of the Allied and Associated 
Powers. This point of view appeared to be much misunderstood in 
Roumania. 

Mr. Poxx said that the Roumanians regarded America as their 
one enemy. A distinguished Roumanian had informed an Ameri- 
can of this. When told that all the communications sent to the 
Roumanian Government had been sent collectively from,all the Allied 
and Associated Powers, he had, in reply, drawn attention to the 
views expressed in the French Press, 

M, Cremenceav pointed out that during the incidents between 
France and Italy, the French Press had been consistently pro-Italian, 
The pro-Roumanian attitude of the French Press at the present time 
was, in the main, due to the activities of M. Robert de Flers. On 
the other hand, M. Bratiano had said that M. Clemenceau was his 
worst foe. The Roumanians were certainly friendly with. the Italians, 
but he trusted that the Italian Government was not offering them 
any encouragement. 
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M. Trrroni said that he occasionally saw M. Misu. On all occa- 
sions, he had impressed on him ‘that the Conference took a very 
serious view of the Roumanian situation. He had warned him that 
Roumania was embarking on a very risky enterprise. 

Mr. Poxk said that on further reflection, he thought it would be 
a good thing to summon the Roumanian Minister at the four capitals. 

M. Cremencxav said that the object might be attained by recalling 
the Allied Ministers from Bukarest. 

M. Trrront said that this step should be reserved for a later stage. 

Mr. Baroor said that the results hitherto obtained by the discus- 
sion appeared to be (a) that a Commissioner must be found to rep- 
resent the Council in Bucharest: (6) that M. Misu should be sum- 
moned to be present at the Council and that the Roumanian Min- 
isters in Rome, London and Washington should be summoned by 
the Governments of those capitals. The Roumanian Ministers sum- 
moned should be warned that the Council regarded the actions of 
their Government with considerable disfavour and it should be ex- 
plained to them that the Roumanian Government appeared to mis- 
apprehend the policy of the Allied and Associated Powers. com- 
pletely. (¢) That they should be told that the Allied and Associated 
Powers were seriously considering the withdrawal of their repre- 
sentatives at Bucharest, as a token that they ceased to regard Rou- 
mania as one of the Allied and Associated Powers. 

M. Cremenceav said that he would see M. Jonnart on that very 
day. He asked Mr. Balfour meanwhile to endeavour to find a suit- 
able Englishman for the post. He further asked that Mr. Balfour 
should draft a document explaining the Allied policy towards Rou- 
mania. Should the Roumanian Government reject the ultimatum 
addressed to them, the representative of the Council, on leaving Rou- 
mania, should bring back with him all the Allied and Associated 
Ministers and Eiticarsid in the country. 

(It was agreed that Mr. Balfour should draft a document explain: 
ing the policy of the Council towards Roumania, and that this doc- 
ument should be submitted to the Council on the following day. — 

It was also agreed that both M. Clemenceau and Mr. Balfour 
should endeavour to find a-suitable representative of the Council to 
send to Bukarest.) 

3.. The interpreter read a letter from Mr. Hoover to M. Clemen- 
ceau (see Appendix A), stating that the amount of railway rolling 
stock in locomotives and wagons was much larger in Hungary than 


Pamuger, had been originally surmised: The rolling stock in- 


Rolling Stock - cluded equipment: °formerly belonging to’ the Gali- 
Hungary cian railways, and therefore due to the Polish Gov- 


ernment; ‘belonging to the Bohemian railways and therefore due to 
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the Czecho-Slovak Government; belonging to the East Prussian rail- 
ways and therefore due to the Polish Government; belonging to 
the Alsace-Lorraine railways and therefore due to the French Gov- 
ernment; a considerable number of wagons belonging to the Tren- 
tino railways and therefore due to the Italian Government, and a 
large number of locomotives and wagons formerly belonging to the 
Roumanian railways and therefore due to the Roumanian Govern- 
ment. It seemed imperative that the Peace Conference should direct 
that the distribution of this rolling stock be dealt with by the Gov- 
ernments concerned; and Mr. Hoover recommended that the Com- 
munications Section of the Supreme Economic Council be author- 
ised to undertake an immediate control of this rolling stock and that 
a preliminary distribution be authorised on the basis of the actual 
identification of the material. 

Mr. Batrour asked whether it was proposed that the rolling-stock 
belonging to each country should be returned to that country, as, for 
example, former Polish rolling-stock to Poland, or whether the whole 
should be pooled. 

Mr. Potx suggested that, as the principle was not accepted, the 
matter should be discussed by the Commission on Reparations. 

(It was then decided to refer Mr. Hoover’s letter (Appendix “A”) 
regarding the allotment among the Allies of rolling-stock found in 
Hungary, to the Organising Committee of the Reparations Commis- 
sion, for study and early report.) 

4. Mr. Poix said that M. Paderewski was expected in Paris on the 
following day. He suggested that the consideration of this Treaty 


is should be delayed until his presence could be obtained 
reaty With 


Poland Relating in the Council. 
0 Ka, . © 
Galicia. (It was agreed that the question should be dis- 


cussed on the following Friday.) 
5. The Council had before it the request from Dr. Benes con- 
tained in Appendix “B”, 
M. Cremenceav said that he thought that this re- 


Demand of the 


Deloss Pe Be (uest should be accepted. 
aferd pnithe Mr. Baurour said that if the Czecho-Slovaks were 
Fepcheny, heard it would be impossible not to hear the Poles. 


M. Camson asked that a solution of the question be hastened, as 
delay was causing great anxiety both in Prague and in Warsaw. 

Mr. Pox thought it might perhaps be best that the experts be heard 
at once, in order that the Council should be prepared for the hearing 
of the Czecho-Slovak and Polish delegates. 

Gunerrat Lz Ronn explained the report contained in Appendix “C”, 

He said that on April 14th a report had been furnished by the joint 
Czecho-Slovak and Polish Committees, in which four Delegations pro- 


THE COUNCIL OF HEADS OF DELEGATIONS 81 


posed a certain line, and the Italian Delegation suggested another line, 
more favourable to the Poles. This report had not been examined 
by the Council. The Inter-Allied Commission in Teschen had since 
unanimously adopted another line, and the matter had been referred 
by the Council to the united Czecho-Slovak and Polish Committees. 
The matter was examined by sub-commissions. Three delegations 
agreed on a line very similar to that recommended by the Inter-Allied 
Commission in Teschen. The French and British Delegations made 
certain objections. They thought that the line proposed involved 
certain political and economic difficulties. This was implicity ad- 
mitted by the other Delegations, as they regarded as necessary supple- 
mentary agreements between Poland and Czecho-Slovakia to regulate 
the railway and coal situation between the two countries. 

When the question had been studied in the joint meeting of the two 
Committees, the British and French Delegations had withdrawn their 
objections, and adhered to the views of the majority. The report 
finally made deliberately set aside the political aspect of the question, 
which was reserved for the decision of the Council. He was bound to 
point out that if the line recommended were accepted by the Council, 
it would be necessary for the Council to arrange for the signature of 
Agreements between the two parties for the regulation of the economic 
relations and railway communications between the two parts of the 
territory of Teschen. It was only on these terms that the frontier 
could be made acceptable to Czecho-Slovakia. 

It was suggested that the study of these agreements should be re- 
ferred back to the Joint Committees. 

M. Trrroniz said that he thought the line should. be adopted, and 
then the means of rendering it acceptable to the parties should be 
studied. 

M. Ciemenceav said he was unable to accept a line until he knew 
what was required to render it acceptable. 

Mr. Potx said that the line formerly suggested would have required 
no such agreements as were now proposed. It gave a Polish popula- 
tion, however, to Czecho-Slovakia. The line now recommended broke 
up the economic unity of the country for ethnic reasons, and there- 
fore required to be supplemented by economic agreements. 

M. Curmenceav suggested that the Council should hear Dr. Benes 
and a Polish representative before deciding. 

M. Trrronr said that any line suiting the Czecho-Slovaks would 
ipso facto not suit the Poles. The political effect in either case might 
endanger the existing Governments. Nevertheless, he thought that 
economic and ethnic reasons should prevail, and that the Council 
should not be unduly influenced by the prospects of any Government 
in power. 
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(It was agreed that MM. Benes and Dmowski should be heard on 
the following day.) 

6. M. Serruys said that, regarding Article 25, there had been in 
succession three proposals by Roumania. There was an Article in 
all the Treaties abrogating all Conventions made between the enemy 

: Powers and Roumania, Russia or any portion of what 
Treaty of pele had been the Russian Empire before or since the 1st 
YBa eats August, 1914. Roumania had first wished to be ex- 
cluded from these Articles, secondly, she had wished that the Articles 
should be identical in all the Treaties, thirdly, she had asked that the 
clause in the Treaty with Bulgaria should be so framed as not to affect 
the Treaty of Bucharest of 1913.1 The Economic Commission had, 
therefore, proposed the following text for Article 25 :— 


“Bulgaria recognises as abrogated all Treaties, Conventions or 
Agreements concluded before the 1st August, 1914, or since that date 
up to the coming into force of the present Treaty, with Russia or with 
any State or Government the territory of which previously constituted 
any part of Russia as well as with Roumania, subsequent to the 15th 
August, 1916, up to the coming into force of the present Treaty.” 


The Economic Commission had thought this text acceptable, as all 
the economic agreements it was desired to abolish had taken place 
since the war. It was unnecessary to touch the Treaty of Bucharest 
of 1913. The Drafting Committee had been asked to examine the 
questions and had reached very similar conclusions. (See H. D. 31, 
Minute 2.)? The Drafting Committee pointed out that the main- 
tenance of the Treaty of Bucharest only affected States parties to 
that Treaty and no others. (For the report of the Drafting Com- 
mittee, see Appendix “D”.) 

(At this point, the members of the Drafting Committee entered 
the room.) 

Mr. Baxrour asked why the Roumanians wished to maintain this 
Treaty. 

M. Serruys said they wished it maintained because it affected 
Roumanian prestige and because Roumania did not wish to give up 
any rights it established in her favour. In any case, these considera- 
tions were not the concern of the Economic Commission. 

Mr. Pork said that the Council had no reason to bind itself to 
recognise this Treaty, as the Roumanians had offered no satisfac- 
tion on the Dobrudja question. 

M. Trrtont said that the questions before the Council were — 


1. Could the Conference annul the Bucharest Treaty of 1913. The 
answer to this was in the negative. 





’ British and Foreign State Papers, vol. cv11, p. 658. 
* Vol. vil, p. 686. 
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2. Could the Conference enact economic or territorial regulations 
out of conformity with the Bucharest Treaty. Seeing ‘that the 
Allied and Associated Powers were not party to the Treaty of Bucha- 
rest, they had the right to do so. 


Mr, Potx asked whether the clause, as at present: framed, did not 
imply some recognition of the Treaty of 1913? 

M. Serrvys said that the clause implied no’ such recognition. It 
only stipulated for the abrogation of Conventions made since August, 
‘1916, and was’ silent on the ‘subject of the Treaty of Bucharest: of 
1913. 

M. Cremenceav said that, as the Conference had: notiyet ‘settled 
whether Roumania was a friendly or hostile country, it might be as 
well to postpone the decision. 

Mr. Batrour observed that: this clause’ was necessary to: complete 
the Treaty with Bulgaria. 

M. Cremenceav said that he did not: wish to help the Roumanians 
in any way, nor did he wish to‘take any action against them. 

Mr. Horsr pointed out that the Treaty of 1913 was not only a bi- 
lateral agreement. It) affected: Roumania, Greece, Serbia, and, he 
thought, Montenegro. The Roumanians did not wish it, abrogated as 
between themselves and the Bulgarians, 

Mr, Baxurour asked whether only the: Roumanians had asked for 
the framing of the article as it was now proposed. 

M. Serrvys replied that Roumania alone had made the request, but 
that Greek and Serbian representatives had been present in the Kco- 
nomic Commission and had raised no objection to the framing of Be 
article as now proposed. 

Mr. Potx said that, if the Serbians and Greeks agreed, bide ap- 
peared to be no reason why the Powers should not equally agree. 

M. Trrront said that, as, in his view, the Conference had no right 
to abrogate the Treaty of Bucharest of 1918, he could not agree to 
any article tending to do so. 

Mr. Poxx said that, though he thought the Conference would have 
a right to abrogate the Treaty of Bucharest, he was’ ready to agree 
to the adoption of the article as proposed. 

(It was decided to ponent phe drafting of Article 25 as proposed 
above.) 

7. Mr. Batrour asked what remained before the sane ves of the 
Treaty with Bulgaria. 

Mr. Horst asked whether the Council had) come 
Completion of 4 : . 
Treaty With to any conclusion regarding the frontier between 
Roumania and Bulgaria in the Dobrudja. 

Mr. Baurour observed that the Council had decided that Roumania 

could not, as she was an Allied Power, be asked to yield any. terri- 


84 THE PARIS PEACE CONFERENCE, 1919, VOLUME VIII 


tory to Bulgaria. This decision had been taken some time ago and 
had never been cancelled. The Council, however, had not concealed 
its feeling that Roumania ought to give up a piece of the Dobrudja 
which was clearly not Roumanian. Strained relations with Roumania 
would not, he thought, justify a change in this policy. Ifthe Powers 
were to go to war with Roumania, the situation would doubtless be 
altered. He thought that, for the purposes of the Treaty with Bul- 
garia, it might be assumed that the old frontier in the Dobrudja 
was maintained, though this might be neither equitable or conducive 
to peace in the Balkans. 
M. Cremencrav said that he agreed with Mr. Balfour. 
M. Trrront also agreed. 
Mr. Potx said that he would give his answer on the following day. 
(The members of the Drafting Committee then withdrew. ) 
8. (At this point, M. Cheysson entered the room. ) 
M. Cueysson explained the report of the Financial Commission 
on Articles 38 and 67 proposed by the Greek Delegation for insertion 
in the Treaty with Bulgaria. . The question had been 
Opinion of Financial referred to the Financial Commission by a resolu- 
Articies'38 Ser of _ tion of the 12th August. (See H. D. 29, Minute 5.)* 
Proposals forthe He pointed out that the Greek Delegation asked for 
Treaty of Peace : ° ° 
With Bulgaria. Specially favourable terms in respect to properties 
SH ° in territory to be ceded by Bulgaria to Greece. In 
all other cases of ceded territories, the acquiring 
State gave credit for the value of property accompanying the terri- 
tory in the Reparations account. The Financial Commission saw 
no reason for exceptional treatment in favor of Greece. (For the 
report of the Financial Commission see Appendix “E”.) 
Mr. Batrour asked what arguments were adduced by the Greek 
Delegation. 
M. Cueysson said that no special arguments were put forward at 
all. 
(It was decided to reject Article 38 proposed by the Greek Dele- 
gation for inclusion in the Treaty with Bulgaria.) 
M. Cuersson observed that this decision carried the rejection of 
Article 67. 
Mr. Baxrour asked whether Italy paid Austria for the railway lines 
transferred to her. 
M. Tirrontr said that Italy paid for these lines in the Reparation 
Account. 
(It was decided to reject Article 67 proposed by the Greek Dele- 
gation for inclusion in the Treaty with Bulgaria.) 





* Vol. viz, p. 491. 
* Ibid., p. 678. 
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(The meeting then adjourned.) 
Astorta Horet, Paris, 3 September, 1919. 


Appendix A to HD-46 


[The Director-General of Relief (Hoover) to the President of the 
Peace Conference (Clemenceau) | 


SUPREME ECONOMIC COUNCIL 
OFFICE OF 
THE DIRECTOR GENERAL OF RELIEF 


M. Grorcrs CLEMENCEAU, 
President of the Peace Conference, 
Ministre des Affaires Etrangéres, 
Quai @’ Orsay, Paris. 

Your Excettency: The great number of reports, which have come 
to my hands through the engineers who have been acting under the 
direction to me from the Supreme War Council in the co-ordination of 
railway operation in South Eastern Europe, indicate that the amount 
of railway rolling stock in locomotives and wagons in Hungary is much 
larger than was originally surmised. This rolling stock includes 
equipment formerly belonging to the Galician railways, and therefore 
due to the Polish Government; belonging to the Bohemian railways, 
and therefore due to the Czecho-Slovak Government; belonging to the 
East Prussian railways and therefore due to the Polish Government ; 
belonging to the Alsace-Lorraine railways and therefore due to the 
French Government; a considerable number of wagons and cars be- 
longing to the Trentino railways and therefore due to the Italian Gov- 
ernment; and, of course, a number of locomotives and cars formerly 
belonging to the Roumanian railways and therefore due to the 
Roumanian Government. 

Under all these circumstances, it seems to me imperative that the 
Peace Conference should at once direct that the distribution of this 
railway rolling stock should be taken up systematically on behalf of 
all the Governments concerned, and I would like to recommend that 
the Communications Section of the Supreme Economic Council be at 
once authorised to undertake the immediate control of all of this rail- 
way rolling stock, subject of course to the Allied Mission at Budapest, 
and that they should authorise a preliminary distribution of this rail- 
way rolling stock on the basis of the actual identification of the ma- 
terial. 

The Communications Section, as you are aware, is comprised of 
eminent engineers representing the French, British, American and 


Parts, September 3, 1919. 
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Italian Governments, and would therefore seem tome to be the ap- 
propriate body to at once undertake this matter... | 

A decision on the above lines on your part would allay the very con- 
siderable amount of feeling now existing in Poland, Czecho-Slovakia 
and elsewhere, with regard to the large diversions now being made to 
Roumania. 

Faithfully yours, Hersert Hoover 


Appendix B to HD-46 
[Translation °] 


[Lhe Czechoslovak Minister for Foreign Affairs (Benes) to the . 
President of the Peace Conference (Clemenceau) ] 


CZECHO-SLOVAK REPUBLIC 
MINISTRY OF FOREIGN AFFAIRS : WAS 
Paris, Aucust 22, 1919. 

Mr. Presipent: I have the honor to present to you on behalf of the 
Czechoslovak Delegation the following respectful request : 

The Commission which is dealing with the question of Teschen has 
ended its labors: It appears that. it has already transmitted its. re- 
port to the Supreme Council. Bis 

The Czechoslovak Delegation presented its views before the Com- 
mission, and proposed a compromise which, in our opinion, would 
have been acceptable to both, parties at once. I do not know what 
is exactly the opinion of the Commission, but I know that we have 
not been able to obtain the complete adhesion of the Commission. 
The interests of our Republic require us to try again, for the last 
time, to persuade the Supreme Council of. the justice of our. claims 
and of the spirit of moderation and of conciliation in which we pro- 
posed the compromise mentioned herein. 

The problem for the Czechoslovak Republic is of mounting grav- 
ity; it is indeed absolutely vital to the future of our country. If it be 
impossible to consider our claims, which are in our opinion abso- 
lutely just and legitimate, the consequences would be very far reaching, 

I venture, therefore, Mr. President, to request the Supreme Coun- 
cil, in the name of the Czechoslovak Delegation, to give us a hear- 
ing before it comes to a definitive decision. : 

Accept [ete. ] Epovuarp BEnEs 

To H. E. Monsieur Grorezs CLemENcEAU 

President of the Peace Conference 
Paris, 





* Translation fromthe French supplied by the editors. 
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Report Presented J ointly to the Supreme Allied Council by the Com- 
mission on Polish Affairs. and the Commission on Czecho-Slovak 
Affairs on the Questions of Teschen and Orava 


,Manpate anp SuMMAry OF Mrerines 


By two decisions, dated 12th, and 27th [25th] July respectively,’ 
the Supreme Council referred the questions of Orava and Teschen 
to the Commission on Polish Affairs and the Commission on Czecho- 
Slovak Affairs jointly, for examination and report. 

The two Commissions together, after having proceeded to a gen- 
eral examination of the questions of Orava and Teschen, at their 
meetings of 23rd, and 24th July, entrusted more detailed examina- 
tion of the question to a Sub-Commission composed as follows :— 


General Le Rond (France) Chairman 


we ee (United States of America) 
Hon. Harold Nicolson or : 
Lieutenant-Colonel Kisch (British Empire) 

Marquis Della Torretta (Italy) 


Mr. Stranieri 
Mr. Otchiai (Japan) 


This Sub-Commission met 5 times between 26th July and 18th 
August. It heard. Mr. Benes, Minister of Foreign Affairs of the 
Czecho-Slovak Republic, and Mr. Dmowski, First Delegate of Poland. 

During three meetings held on the 19th, 20th and 22nd August, 
the two Commissions in joint session, drafted the present Report, 
which was unanimously adopted and which ay have the honour to 
sobarkt to the Supreme Council.” 


I, Quesri0 oF p TescHEN 


Two facts necessitated. other aon of the question. of 
Teschen, i, e.i— 


(1) The failure of ns Cor baie deeatierieg destroyed all hope att a 
direct. agreement. between the Poles and the Czecho-Slovaks. on the 
subject of Teschen. 


°'The English text filed under ‘Paris Péace Conf: + 4811218809/2 has been substi- 
tuted for the French text which accompanies the minutes as appendix C to 
HD-46. 

*HD-6, minute 2, and HD-13, minute 2, vol. vu, pp. 117 and 257. 
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(2) The members of the Interallied Commission of Teschen, who 
had studied the question on the spot for several months, unanimously 
agreed upon a line more favourable to the Polish claims than the line 
formerly proposed at Paris by the majority of the members of the 
two Commissions, and very similar to the line favoured by the 
minority at that time. 

Moreover, since the 14th April (on which date the Note of the two 
Commissions relative to Teschen was transmitted to the Supreme 
Council) the doubts entertained by the Commissions as to the real 
aspirations of part of the population of the Teschen district— 
(which, although speaking Polish, seemed rather to be opposed to 
union with Poland)—have disappeared, owing to very definite infor- 
mation received from Teschen. This information represents that 
population as giving proof of such Polish national feeling as to 
establish, beyond serious dispute the fact that the ethnical factor is 
clearly in favour of the Poles in the three districts of Freistadt, 
Teschen and Bielitz. 

Moreover, the position of Poland from the point of view of coal 
production has become uncertain owing to the institution of a plebi- 
scite in Upper Silesia. 

Taking into account the considerations set forth above, the members 
of the two Commissions have unanimously agreed that:— 


(a) from the ethnographical point of view, the claims of the Poles 
to the three districts of Freistadt, Teschen and Bielitz are fully 
justified. 

(5) from the economic and railway points of view, the attribution 
to Poland of the coal basin of Karwin and the Oderberg—Jablunkau 
railway would present most serious drawbacks to the Czecho-Slovaks, 
who would be dependent on Poland for coal and coke production and 
would also be compelled to construct expensive railway connections 
to maintain communication between the mining district of Mihrisch- 
Ostrau and Czecho-Slovakia. 


From the political point of view, the two Commissions are of 
opinion that it is not for them to take into account considerations of 
general policy, as falling beyond their competence and exclusively 
within the scope of the Supreme Council. 

Consequently, the members of the two Commissions have weighed 
only the economic considerations, which are strongly in favour of the 
Czecho-Slovaks, and the ethnographical arguments, which are indis- 
putably in favour of the Poles. They have felt obliged in principle to 
grant preference to the ethnical factor, because they have been unable 
to find any means of inducing the Polish population of the Teschen 
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district, whose national feeling is very strong, to live peaceably under 
Czecho-Slovak domination. At the same time they have thought it 
possible, by a number of provisions and guarantees not yet definitely 
determined, to lessen to a large extent the economic disadvantages im- 
posed on Czecho-Slovakia by the attribution to Poland of the mining 
basin of Karwin and part of the Oderberg—Jablunkau railway. 

Consequently, the two Commissions have the honour unanimously 
to propose to the Supreme Council the frontier line described in An- 
nex I. This line only differs in a few details from the line unani- 
mously proposed by the Teschen Commission. 

At the same time, the two Commissions are unanimously of opinion 
that, in order to be fair, the settlement they propose must ensure that 
the Czecho-Slovak State be given reliable guarantees that Poland will 
contribute substantially towards meeting the deficit in the coal produc- 
tion of Czecho-Slovakia and will give her full transit facilities on the 
Oderberg—Jablunkau line until the completion of the railway con- 
struction required to join the basin of Mahrisch-Ostrau with the Jab- 
lunkau pass. 

They therefore request the Supreme Council :— 


(a) to decide as to the acceptance of the proposed frontier line; 
(6) if this frontier is accepted :— 


(1) to refer back to them the question of determining the eco- 
nomic and railway concessions which Poland should in justice 
grant to the Czecho-Slovak State; 

(2) to instruct them to draw up the clauses of a Treaty to be 
concluded between the principal Allied and Associated Powers, 
Poland and Czecho-Slovakia, for the purpose of guaranteeing to 
the latter any concessions considered necessary ; 

(8) to authorise them to consult coal and railway experts with 
a view to the drafting of these clauses, and also to hear Czecho- 
Slovak and Polish Delegates on the subject. 


The line described in Annex I follows generally the ethnical line of 
demarcation, leaving within Czecho-Slovak territory any districts the 
ethnographical character of which is uncertain. Indeed, owing to the 
fact that the Czecho-Slovak State is in greater need of coal than 
Poland, it seemed wise to give the Czecho-Slovaks the benefit of the 
doubt in that portion of the mining district where the ethnographical 
position was not perfectly clear. 

Further, in the Jablunkau district a large number of Poles have 
had to be left in Czecho-Slovakia, owing to the necessity for ensuring 
to Czecho-Slovakia the free disposal of the Jablunkau pass, which 
is indispensable to them for ensuring railway communication between 
the Mihrisch-Ostrau mining districts and Czecho-Slovakia. 
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The effect of the proposed line, from an ethnographical point of, 
view, is shown by the following statistics, viz:— o[2. , 


AUSTRIAN CENSUS OF 1910 


Territory assigned Territory assigned 

to. Czecho-Slovaks to Poles 
Total population 185, 625 249, 196 
Czechs 105, 161 10, 443 
Poles 62, 080 171, 770 


According to the statistics of 1913 the production of coal is approxi- 
mately as follows :—* 


Total production 7, 595,000: tons. 


Portion of coal basin assigned . 

to Poland. | 3,000, 000 tons (about 40%) 
Portion of coal basin assigned. 

to Czecho-Slovakia. 4,595,000 tons (about 60%) 

As regards coke the approximate figures are as follows:— 

Total production 1, 718,000 tons. 27 G4 
Portion assigned to Poland 520, 000, tons. (i. e. 31%) 
Portion assigned to Czecho- 

Slovakia. 1,198,000 tons (i.e. 69%) 


II. Question or Orava 


A report submitted by an officer, after an investigation conducted 
on the spot, led one of the Delegations to request the Supreme Coun- 
cil'to initiate a fresh examination of the question of Orava. 

The members of the two Commissions unanimously consider that 
the fresh information furnished by this report involves a modifica- 
tion of their previous conclusions in favour of the retention of the 
former administrative boundary between. | Ozecho-Slovakia \ and 
Galicia. ; 

That frontier, although satisfactory from the geographical point 
of view was open to objection from an ethnical point of view in that 
it placed under Czecho-Slovak rule the north-eastern part of the Orava’ 
district—which Czecho-Slovakia and Polish ethnographical experts 
alike recognise as comprising a Polish majority. 

The frontier now proposed by the two Commissions runs along 
a series of heights and is clear from a topographical point of view. 
Moreover it follows the line of ethnical division almost exactly with- 
out incorporating within Poland a single village found to contain a 
Czecho-Slovak majority. 


* These figures are based on thé, report,of the Teschen Commission. [Footnote 
in the original.] 
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On the same lines, what should Italy do, seeing that she had neither 
coal, oil nor forests? In reality, was Czecho-Slovakia so poor in coal? 
Out of a production of 2614 million tons of lignite throughout the 
former monarchy, 83 per cent had been produced in Bohemia and 86 
per cent of Austrian and Hungarian coal.came from Bohemia. These 
figures proved Bohemia to be one of the richest coal-producing 
countries in the world, after Great Britain, America, and Germany. 
These figures were derived from an authority who would not be denied 
by M. Benes; they were derived from the work of President Masaryk. 
M. Benes had stated that Czecho-Slovakia needed 30 million tons of 
coal and had only 26 million. If President Masaryk’s figures were not 
accepted, he would refer to statistics. In 1918, 34 million tons of brown 
and black coal (23 million brown and 11 million black), had been 
produced. in Bohemia; divided among 13 million inhabitants, this 
represented two thousand kilos. per head of brown and 900 kilos. per 
head of black coal. Poland, in the same year, had produced 11,814,000 
tons of black coal and 952,000 tons of coke for a population now 
amounting to 29 millions, This represented not even 400 kilos. per 
head. In view of the tragic situation in Upper Silesia, the Council 
could judge whether Poland could lightly abandon the coal of Teschen. 
If Upper Silesia became Polish, the situation would be different and 
Poland would make every concession in order to supply Czecho- 
Slovakia with the coal she required, This matter could be settled 
between the experts of the two countries. As to the railways, M. 
Dmowski had pointed out that all Czecho-Slovakia need do to perfect 
her communications was to. build two lines measuring 8 and 12 
kilometres. Poland wished to be a good neighbour to Czecho-Slovakia 
and was ready to bear half the cost of construction. Before conclud- 
ing, he would like to quote an incident of his last journey to Poland. 
At the first frontier station in Teschen in an open field were gathered 
some 3,000 persons, mostly workmen, women and children. It was 
raining hard but he was received with songs, music and speeches. 
Several speeches were made. The one which struck him most was 
made by a workman, who said that the quarrel between the Poles and 
Czechs should be put an end to as soon.as' possible. The Czechs and 
Poles were both Slavs and cousins. The Czechs ought to have all the 
coal that could be spared, but no Polish land should be given to them 
and no Czech land to the Poles. The speaker might now be dead, as the 
place he lived in had been much oppressed by the Germans, who were 
shooting the Poles like rabbits. The moral of his speech had been 
understood in Warsaw. He hoped that it might be understood in 
Prague. . 

M. Benes said that Czecho-Slovakia was not only interested in 
Teschen for its coal. The country was connected with the rest of 


Czecho-Slovakia by history, culture and administrative bonds. Mere 
510124—46—voL. vi1I——9 
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figures could not determine the question. The future needs of Czecho- 
Slovakia must be taken into consideration. The statistics quoted by 
M. Paderewski were not conclusive. Production had been far more 
intensive in Bohemia than in Poland. On the other hand, the possi- 
bilities of production in Poland were infinitely greater than in 
Czecho-Slovakia. He had been himself as conciliatory as possible, 
but it must be remembered that he was not alone and that the peo- 
ples in both countries were passionate and excitable. It was better 
that each should be self-sufficient, as if either depended for vital 
necessities upon the other, there would be no solid peace. In other 
cases the Conference had sacrificed small minorities in order to es- 
tablish lasting arrangements. This was a case in which this method 
should be put in practice, as had been done in the case of Ratibor 
against Czecho-Slovakia. Perfection could not be attained. If 
Poland and Czecho-Slovakia were independent of one another in 
respect of their vital needs, agreement between them would be easy. 
In any case, whatever the decision of the Conference, he would faith- 
fully observe it and, in so doing, continue the policy he had consist- 
ently followed from the start, that of seeking friendship with Poland. 

4. The letter contained in Appendix “C” was approved and 

signed by M. Clemenceau. 


Sir George Clerk The note to the Roumanian Government (See H. D. 
ack ee 47, Minute 3 & Appendix “E”)* was signed by all the 
delegates. 


5. The draft of Article 48 for insertion in the Treaty of Peace with 
ens Bulgaria (Appendix “D”) was accepted, subject to the 
Bulgaria to the approval of Mr. Polk to be communicated later in the 

day to the Secretariat-General. 

(The meeting then adjourned.) 


Astorta Hore, Paris, 5 September, 1919. 





Appendix A to HD-48 
[Telegram—tTranslation | 
Report by General Dupont 
Bertin, September 1, 1919. 
Smmzstan Arrarrs 


According to the French Captain Poupard, who has just come 
from Silesia, the situation in that country is lamentable. 





“Ante, pp. 98 and 111. 
Translation from the French supplied by the editors. 
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The country lives under the terror created by the German troops. 
It is like Dinant or Lille, made even worse if possible by savage 
hatred against the Poles and rage at their own defeat. 

As always where the Prussian soldiery displays its cruelty, every- 
body, Germans included, except functionaries and Hakatists, sigh 
for its departure and ask for order and peace under an Allied occu- 
pation. 

As I have already explained to you, it will be difficult for the 
Government to get this idea accepted by the opposition parties. The 
Government is dependent on them through the army, which is un- 
willing to support it save on condition that it do whatever the army 
wishes. It is necessary, of course, to obtain consent, but it is also 
necessary that the people should acknowledge that their leaders are 
obliged to give consent. I fear, therefore, that persuasion will not 
suffice. 

The strength of the forces for carrying out this occupation will 
depend essentially on the strength of the measures taken to force 
Germany’s consent. 

Dupont 


Appendix B to HD-48 
[Translation *] 


Draft of an Article To Be Inserted in the Treaty With Bulgaria 


The Principal Allied and Associated Powers reserve the right to 
examine the title to possession of the Dobrudja, and to invite Rou- 
mania to cede to Bulgaria any part of the Dobrudja where the Rou- 
manians are in the minority and the Bulgars in the majority, under 
conditions which the Allied and Associated Powers shall consider 
just and equitable. 


Appendix C to HD-48 


[Translation *] 


[The President of the Peace Conference (Clemenceau) to Sir George 
Clerk of the British Delegation] 


PEACE CONFERENCE 
THE PRESIDENT 


Paris, September 5, 1919. 


Mr. Minister: I have the honor to inform you that the Supreme 
Council has decided to request you to carry personally to Bucharest, 


° Translation from the French supplied by the editors. 
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and to deliver to the Roumanian Government the attached note? 
in which are summarized the views of the Conference on the present 
situation of Roumania with regard to the Allied and Associated 
Powers. You are likewise requested to communicate to the Rou- 
manian Government the complete collection of telegrams* which 
have been addressed to it by the Council. For that purpose, ten 
copies of the note and of the telegrams in question are annexed to 
the present letter. ; 

I shall be obliged, therefore, if you will proceed as soon as possible 
to Bucharest as envoy of the Allied and Associated Powers; this does 
not imply that you are charged with making orally to the Roumanian 
Government an official comment upon the note from the Allies. 
Nevertheless you remain entirely free to reply, in a semi-official way, 
to every request for explanations which may be addressed to you 
by the Roumanian authorities, and to hold yourself ready, for that 
purpose, to enter into any conversations which you may judge 
necessary. 

I may add that the representatives of the Allied and Associated 
Powers in Roumania should, if necessary, accord you their coopera- 
tion and assistance for the accomplishment of your mission. 

Accept [etc. ] [No signature on file copy] 


His Excellency, Sm Gzorcr Currx, 
Minister Plenipotentiary, 
British Delegation, Paris. 





Appendix D to HD-48 


[Translation °] 
BULGARIAN TREATY—PART III 
SECTION Iil 
THRACE 
Article 48 


Bulgaria renounces in favor of the Principal Allied and Associated 
Powers all rights and title over the territories in Thrace which be- 
long to. the Bulgarian Monarchy and which, being situated outside 





‘ Appendix H to HD-47, p. 111. 
Appendix C to HD-23, vol. vm, p. 517 ; appendix A to HD-24, idid., p. 541; 
ee ae a : eee a to HD-26, ibid., p. 615; HD-20, ibid., p. 682; ap- 
pendix 0 , ibid.,.p. 691;.appendix A to. HD-37, ibid., p. 819; a di 
C to HD-88, ibid., p. 857. pee ? haga 
* Translation from the French Supplied by the editors. 
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the new frontiers of Bulgaria as described in article 27-80, part II 
(Frontiers of Bulgaria), are not at present assigned to any state. 

Bulgaria undertakes to recognize the settlement which the Princi- 
pal Allied and Associated Powers will make in regard to these terri- 
tories, particularly insofar as concerns the nationality of the 
inhabitants. 

The Principal Allied and Associated Powers undertake to ensure 
the freedom of the economic outlets of Bulgaria to the Aegean Sea. 

The conditions of this guarantee will be fixed at a later date. 


Paris Peace Conf. 180.03501/49 HD-49 


Notes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers Held in M. Pichon’s Room at the Quai d’Orsay, Paris, on 
Monday, September 8, 1919, at 11 a.m. 


Present 
UNITED STATES 
OF AMERICA BritisH EMPIRE FRANCE 
Hon. F. L. Polk. Rt. Hon. A. J. Balfour. M. Clemenceau. 
M. Pichon. 
Secretary Secretaries Secretaries 
Mr. L. Harrison. Mr. H. Norman. M. Dutasta. 
Mr. P. Kerr, M. Berthelot. 
M. Massigli. 
ITALy JAPAN 
M. Tittoni. M. Matsui. 
Secretaries Secretary 
M. Paterno. M. Kawai. 


Barone Russo. 


Joint Secretariat 


AMERICA, UNITED STATES OF ..... . Capt. Chapin. 
British EMPME............. Capt. BE. Abraham. 
HRANCE SS TES ree ee ee ee ee M. de Percin. 
PPAR <p: aw. ares Men eee ee na Capt. Rossi. 


Interpreter—M. Camerlynck 
The following were also present for the items in which they were concerned: 


AMERICA, UNITED STATES OF 


Hon. H. Gibson. 
Mr. A. W. Dulles. 


Brit1isH Empire 


Mr. Carr. 
Colonel Kisch. 


FRANCE 

M. Jules Cambon. 

General Desticker. 
General Le Rond. 

M. Laroche. 

M. Kammerer, 

M. Hermite. 


ITALY 

Col. Castoldi. 

M. Ricci-Busatti. 

M. Brambilla. 
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1. The Council had before it a Note from the Drafting Committee 
asking for instruction as to the language in which the Conventions 
replacing the Acts of Berlin! and Brussels? should be drafted. (See 
Appendix “A”.) 

M. Ciemenceav pointed out that the Acts of Berlin and Brussels 
had been in French, and that some of their provisions were main- 

tained, in the new Conventions. 
pepacexe To Be Mr. Barrour said that in view of this he agreed 


Used in the 
Conventions Taking that the new Convention ought to be in French. 


Acts of Berlin AM gk Goractnoncs 
and Brussels . greed, 
M. Trrront also agreed. 

(It was decided that the Conventions replacing the Acts of Berlin 
and Brussels should be drafted in French.) 

2. M. CLeMENcEav said that the Germans had first asked the Con- 
ference to send Commissions of Control to Germany before the Treaty 
Bett A tS came into force. Consequently advance detachments 
of Control | had been appointed and each of the Allied Powers had 

been represented in each section. The Germans had 
then sent a request that the despatch of the Commissions should be 
delayed as they appeared to them to be too numerous. The Council 
then decided to postpone the sending of the advance detachments (See 
H. D. 47, (1).).2 Now it appeared that the Germans withdrew their 
objection to the numbers and desired the Commissions to be sent at 
once. He suggested that the Commissions should accordingly be sent 
immediately and be composed in the manner already decided on. He 
was informed that General Nollet was ready to begin. 

M. Potx said that it was understood that the United States could 
not make appointments for the present. 

(It was decided that the advance delegations of the Inter-Allied 
Commissions of Control should be sent to Germany forthwith.) 

3. The Council had before it a reply from the German Delegation 
regarding the ultimatum of the Conference and a draft answer to this 

reply. (See Appendices “B” and “C”.) 
pies ene Mr. Batrour said that he thought the draft a some- 
Note of the what rough answer. It was the general desire that 


German Delegation 


Regarding Article 
Regarding Article (Germany should carry out the Treaty, but no one 


Constitution wished her to do so under compulsion, whether by 

arms or by blockade. This would be a misfortune not 
only for Germany but for the Allied and Associated Powers. Ger- 
many should be given every chance of behaving reasonably. The 


1General Act of Berlin, February 26, 1885, British and Foreign State Papers, 
vol. LxXxVI, p. 4. 

? General Act of Brussels, July 2, 1890, William M. Malloy (ed.), Treaties, Con- 
ventions, etc., Between the United States of America and Other Powers, 1776-1909 
(Washington, Government Printing Office, 1910), vol. 1, p. 1964. 

? Ante, p. 97. 
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draft said very truly that the German Government was not the final 
authority on the interpretation of the Treaty, but the same might be 
alleged against the Allied and Associated Powers. The interpreta- 
tion of the Treaty had now become a subject for jurists. He did not 
think that the Council was the final authority regarding its interpre- 
tation. 

M. Trrront observed that two points in the German reply had not 
been met in the answer. The first was a legal point. Article 178 
of the German Constitution declared that no Article in the Constitu- 
tion should affect the Treaty of Peace. Article 61 was thereby ren- 
dered ineffective. The second was, that in threatening the extension 
of the occupation, the Allies were not taking their stand on any Article 
in the Treaty. Neither of these points were met in the draft reply. 

M. Cremenceav said that this had been deliberately done. He did 
not think that either of these points required a reply. It was hardly 
tolerable that Germany should violate the Treaty and that the Allies 
should remain bound by it. The question of legality should have been 
raised when the letter had been drafted on behalf of the Conference to 
the German Government. It’ was impossible now to withdraw from 
the position then taken up. He reminded the Council that the Austri- 
ans were at the moment represented in the German Assembly. This 
could not be tolerated. He was persuaded that if the Allies threatened 
to carry out what they had indicated, they would not be forced to 
execute their threats. Austria had not yet signed the Treaty and was 
not, therefore, bound in the same way as Germany, but it must be 
remembered that she protested against the clause that prevented her 
from joining Germany. 

Mr. Poxx said that he agreed with M. Clemenceau’s contention that 
the Allies could not withdraw from the position they had taken up. 
He thought that perhaps it might be as well to begin by answering the 
German arguments. When this had been done the Council could be as 
stiff as it wished. He would like to consult the Jurists in respect to the 
first part of the answer. 

M. Cremenceav said that he was quite ready to adopt this method 
and asked Mr. Polk to prepare the draft. 

(It was agreed that a new draft answer to the German reply con- 
cerning Article 61 of the German Constitution should be prepared by 
Mr, Polk and submitted to the Council on the following day.) 

4. The Council had before it a letter from M. Pachitch, dated Sep- 
tember 4th, 1919 (Appendix “D”), protesting against certain of the 

provisions in the Treaty between the Principal Allied 
Sen Crottovene and Associated Powers and the Kingdom of the Serbs, 
the trea ae" t Croats, and Slovenes, (see Appendix “E”), 
HG M. Berruetor said that the protest of the Delega- 
tion was a long one. The main desideratum was that 
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no mention in the preamble should be made of the year 1913, in order 
that Serbian sovereignty over territories acquired in Balkan wars 
should not be limited. The argument was that, as Serbia had settled 
her own affairs then without the help of Europe, the settlement she 
had made ought not to be called in question now. 

M. Trrront asked whether this request applied to a matter of form 
only or to a matter of substance. If only a matter of form was in- 
volved, he would agree. Otherwise, the effect would be that minority 
clauses would not apply to Macedonia. 

M. Picuon observed that they would not apply to the part of Mace- 
donia acquired by Serbia in the Balkan War. 

M. Trrront reminded the Council that the Commission had recom- 
mended the appointment of a Commissioner to reside in Macedonia 
on behalf of the League of Nations; the Council had decided against 
this.** It was now asked to go much further in the opposite direction 
and to exclude Macedonia from the protection of the League of 
Nations. This, he thought, was not acceptable. 

M. Bertue or said that, if the passage of the preamble objected to 
by the Serb-Croat Delegation were suppressed, the change would be 
a matter of form, but the change carried with it an alteration to 
Article 9, the last: paragraph of which would have to be struck out. 
This would have to be a substantial change. It was questionable, 
however, whether the Conference could enact any measures affecting 
the pre-war acquisitions of any State. Ifthe last paragraph of Article 
9 were suppressed, some other Article would be inserted to make the 
language and educational clauses applicable to Macedonia. 'This how- 
ever represented intrusion in another form. It was questionable 
whether such intrusion was legitimate. 

M. Picuon observed that, when the Treaty of Bucharest of 1913 
had been called in question in relation to the Roumanians, M. Tittoni 
had declared that the Conference had no power to modify pre-war 
Treaties. 

M. Trrroni explained he had maintained the Treaty could not be 
abrogated, but that the Conference was free to introduce stipulations 
into its Treaties even in contradiction of the terms of that Treaty, 
by which they were not themselves bound. He observed that the Com- 
mission had unanimously decided that protection for minorities was 
necessary in Macedonia. 

M. Cremenceat said that he did not feel bound by the unanimous 
decision of the Commission. In his opinion, the Council could at- 
tach conditions to territory which it gave; it could not attach any 
conditions to territory previously acquired. He suggested that M. 
Berthelot should draft the additional clauses intended to preserve the 


88 See HD-44, minute 1, p. 30. 
* British and Foreign State Papers, vol. cvt, p. 658. 
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linguistic and educational guarantees of the population in Macedonia 
before discussing the matter any further. 

M. Trrtont said that the view of the British Delegate on the Com- 
mittee had been that the Balkan settlement in 1918 was not final until 
its recognition by the Powers. This recognition had not taken place, 
as negotiations on the subject had been interrupted by the outbreak of 
the Great War. 

M. Brrrnetor said that the Treaty of Bucharest was valid, even 
without a recognition by the Great Powers. 

M. Trrtonr observed that recognition was necessary to give the 
Treaty full authority from a diplomatic point of view. He reminded 
the Council of its previous conclusion, that the protection of minori- 
ties was even more necessary in Macedonia than elsewhere. It was 
now suggested that Macedonia should be excluded from the operation 
of the Treaties intended to protect minorities. 

M. Crzmenceav said that the problem was exactly as M. Tittoni 
stated. It was for this reason that he would like to see a new for- 
mula before continuing the discussion of the question. 

Mr. Batrour said that the discussion was concerned with two ques- 
tions—one relating to international law and practice, and the other 
to the situation of the Macedonian population. In regard to the first, 
he thought there was no great difference of opinion between the French 
and British Delegations. Both thought that the Treaty of Bukarest 
of 1913 was not a completed transaction until ratified by the Great 
Powers. This ratification had not taken place because of the out- 
break of the Great War. The French Delegation recognised that the 
general situation in the Balkans, especially regarding financial ar- 
rangements, was not final before the outbreak of hostilities in 1914. 
The French and British Delegations were, therefore, in accord in 
thinking that the Great War had cut into the necessary completion 
of the Balkan settlement. This appeared to afford some justification 
to those who thought that on the legal point, the Conference had a 
right to alter what had been agreed on in the Treaty of Bukarest of 
1913. On the other point, he thought that all were entirel agreed. 
Special protection for the Macedonians was necessary. Some means 
might be found of affording the Macedonians special protection in a 
manner satisfactory to the Powers, but it was unlikely to be satisfac- 
tory to Serbia. The Serbians thought that all they had acquired in 
1913 should be outside the control of the Powers. The Powers thought 
that the considerable accession of territory to Serbia and the special 
difficulties of Macedonia justified them in exercising control. 

M. Cremenceav said that all he desired was to find a text which 
might be acceptable. The Minority Clauses were unpopular and must 
be made palatable by some concession. 
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Mr. Potx said that the Council had previously concluded that Mace- 
donia required a special guarantee. 

M. BrertHetor said it would be very difficult to find a formula recon- 
ciling (a) the absence of reference to 1913, and (0) special protection 
for the Macedonians. As the Treaty now stood, the Serbians would 
probably refuse to sign on the following Wednesday. He, therefore, 
suggested, that he be authorised to have an interview with M. Ves- 
nitch. If M. Vesnitch agreed to a compromise, the situation might 
be saved. If not, the reference to 1913 could be preserved, and if the 
Serbo-Croat-Slovene Delegation refused to sign the Treaty with Aus- 
tria, the risk must be run. As to the minor points raised in the letter 
(Appendix “D”), he suggested that the Committee be allowed to dis- 
pose of them. 

Mr. Potk suggested that the compromise, as suggested by M. Berthe- 
lot, should, when drafted, be submitted to the Committee also. 

M. Bertuenor pointed out that the Delegation also asked for a 
modification of Article 11. He did not think this could be accepted, 
and he suggested that the request be refused. 

M. CiemMeEncev said that this might be considered on the following 
day, together with the other points raised on the subject. 

(It was decided that M. Berthelot should consult with M. Vesnitch 
as to a formula, affording protection to the population of Macedonia, 
in a manner acceptable to the Serbo-Croat-Slovene Delegation. This 
formula, if agreed on, should be submitted to the Council after con- 
sultation with the Committee on New States, to which the other points 
raised in M. Patchitch’s letter (Appendix “D”) were also referred.) 

5. M. CLemMENcEAv said that he had just received a letter from the 
Roumanian Delegation, offering to sign the Treaty with Austria, with 
a reservation, regarding Article 60, concerning minor- 
ities, transit and trade. (Appendix “F”.) 


Roumanian 


eeernnen Mr. Batrour asked whether any Power could sign 
egarding Article i L 

eee a Treaty with reservations. 

Austria M. CiemeEnceav said that this had not been per- 


mitted in the case of the Treaty with Germany. He 
thought it was necessary that a Power should sign, or should not sign. 

M. Picuon observed that Article 60, which he read, covered the 
whole case of the protection of minorities everywhere. 

M. Cremenceau suggested that the substitution of the expression 
“League of Nations” for the expression “Principal Allied and Asso- 
ciated Powers” might perhaps induce the Roumanians to be more 
tractable. If so, he would adopt the alteration. The Roumanian 
argument was, that if each of the Allied and Associated Powers con- 
sidered itself the protector of minorities in Roumania, there would be 
no end to their troubles. If, on the other hand, the League of Na- 
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tions was the only Court of Appeal, the matter could be settled without 
repeated diplomatic interventions at Bukarest. 

Mr. Batrour observed that if the words “Principal Allied and 
Associated Powers” were deleted, and the words “League of Nations” 
introduced, Article 60 would stipulate that there should be a Treaty 
with the League of Nations. This appeared to be impossible. 

M. Trrtonr said that he understood the Clauses for the protection 
of minorities had been formulated by the Conference, and accepted 
by the Poles, Serbs and Czechs in the Treaties signed with these small 
States. The League of Nations had been introduced to supervise 
the execution, but the clauses had been framed by the Allied and As- 
sociated Powers and the Treaties had been signed with them. If so, 
it was hardly possible to mention clauses to be framed by the League 
of Nations, which did not yet exist, seeing that the clauses had al- 
ready been framed by the Allied and Associated Powers. He thought 
Roumania must accept the clauses as laid down, but that she might 
be asked to accept the supervision of the League of Nations for the 
execution of these clauses. Since the other small States had agreed, 
Roumania must also agree. 

M. Picuon pointed out that Roumania would only acquire the Buko- 
vina from Austria. The area she was likely to obtain from Hungary, 
1. e., Transylvania, was far bigger. If Article 60 in the Treaty with 
Austria were confined to the Bukovina, possibly Roumania would 
accept. At all events, she would be on worse ground for refusing. 

M. Tirront said that if this would induce Roumania to sign the 
Treaty with Austria, the expedient might be accepted. 

M. Picuon said that he was not certain that this would induce 
Roumania to sign. 

Mr. Porx said that he thought an exception in favour of Roumania 
could not be made. Poland had signed the minority Treaty, in spite 
of its extreme unpopularity in Poland. M. Paderewski had overcome 
great opposition before he was able to sign it. If Roumania were now 
allowed to evade a similar Treaty, M. Paderewski and his country 
would feel that they had been treated unjustly. 

Mr. Barrour agreed. He thought that Poland had deserved far 
better of the Conference than Roumania. 

M. Cremenceat said that Mr. Polk’s argument concerning M. Pade- 
rewski and Poland was very strong. If Roumania would not sign, he 
would like to know what effect this would produce on the rest of the 

“Treaty. ! ; 

M. Trrront asked whether the Minority Clauses for Roumania were 
the same as those for the other new States. 

M. Brrruetor said that the clauses were the same for all. 'Fhere was 
a special clause for the'‘protection of Jews in Roumania, and this clause 
also applied to Poland, 
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(It was decided to consult the Drafting Committee on the legal issues 
involved.) 

_(The Members of the Drafting Committee then entered the room.) 

M. Crrmenceat asked M. Fromageot what legal effect would result 
from the absence of Roumanian signature to the Treaty. Roumania 
was unwilling to sign the Treaty without making a reservation on 
Article 60. The Council was unwilling to allow her to sign with a 
reservation. What, then, was the situation, for Roumania, should 
her signature be refused, and for the powers that did sign? 

M. Fromaceor said that if Roumania did not sign, she would not be 
a party to the Treaty, could claim no advantages under it, and be made 
subject to no obligations established by it. 

Mr. Batrour asked whether Roumania would still be at war with 
Austria. 

M. Fromacgor said that war could cease without a Treaty, just as it 
could begin without a formal declaration. War was a state of fact. 
War, for instance, had ceased between France and Mexico without a 
Treaty. 

M. Cremenceav asked what would happen to the Bukovina. 

M. Fromaceor said that, according to his personal opinion, Rou- 
mania could claim no rights over the Bukovina on the ground of a 
Treaty she did not sign. 

M. CiemeEncxE4v said that the Roumanians would doubtless stay in 
the country without the consent of the Powers. He asked whether she 
could acquire any financial or economic rights. 

M. Fromacezor said that no such rights could be acquired under 
the Treaty, if Roumania did not sign it. 

Mr. Batrour asked whether Austrian rights in the Bukovina would 
be extinguished. 

M. Fromacgor said that there was an article requiring Austria to 
give up her rights in the Bukovina. This article would stand, even 
though Roumania did not take up the inheritance. It might, perhaps, 
be stipulated that the abandonment of the rights in the Bukovina be 
made in favour of the Allied and Associated Powers, as it was clear 
that none but a signatory to the Treaty could acquire rights transferred 
by it. 

Mr. Batrour asked whether it would be possible to adopt the sug- 
gestion of substituting the League of Nations for the Principal Allied 
and Associated Powers, as it was their supervision that Roumania 
appeared to resent. 

Mr. Horst pointed out that if the League of Nations were substituted 
for the Allied and Associated Powers, the question regarding the pro- 
tection of minorities would come before the Council of the League. 
By the constitution of the League, Roumania, if concerned, would have 
the right to be present in the Council. As no decision of the Council 
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was operative without unanimity, the mere presence of Roumania 
would secure no interference with her policy. 

M. Trrroni pointed out that a similar difficulty would arise in 
respect of the Treaty with Hungary. Roumania might be satisfied 
with the actual possession of the Bukovina and Transylvania without 
a title de jure to either, because she might argue that neither Austria 
nor Hungary would be able for a long time to dispute her possession. 
But in the case of Bessarabia, unless she acquired treaty rights, it 
must be clear to her that Russia, once she was restored to power, 
would certainly wish to regain the country. In this instance, Rou- 
mania would see that she required the assistance of the Allied and 
Associated Powers or the League of Nations, This might be pointed 
out to her, and she might be influenced by this argument. 

Mr. Pox said that he was not prepared to bribe Roumania into 
good behaviour. He did not think that the Council had fallen so 
low as to be forced to resort to such tactics. 

Mr. Trrront pointed out that he would not have made his proposal 
unless he had regarded Roumania as having a good title to Bessarabia. 
Mr. Pox said that he quite understood this. : 

Mr. Barour said that he thought the proper course was to make 
no mention of Bessarabia at all. He would confine himself to rea- 
soning with the Roumanians, and pointing out that Poland, Serbia, 
Czecho-Slovakia, had all accepted similar treaties. This would put 
the Roumanians on bad ground for maintaining their refusal. 

M. Ciemencnav said that it might be added that Roumania had 
failed to carry out what she had undertaken to do under the Treaty 
of Berlin of 1878.5 

Mr. Porx thought it might be stipulated in Article [59?] that the 
surrender of the former Duchy of Bukovina should be made in favour 
of the Allied and Associated Powers. 

Mr. Baxrour said this would do away with any necessity for a letter 
to the Roumanian Delegation. 

Mr. Pork agreed that this might be reserved for use in case the 
Roumanians refused to sign. The change might be made by a special 
protocol added to the Treaty. 

M. Ciemenceav said he thought the Roumanians would be suffi- 
ciently punished if they did not sign, by the effects of their not being 
parties to the Treaty. 

Mr. Batrour said that he would accept any suggestion which did 
not involve a postponement of the signature of the Treaty. 

M. Trrronz said that he would adhere to Mr. Polk’s suggestion, if 
there were the time to spare. He pointed out that there was yet time 





* Foreign Relations, 1878, p. 895. 
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to penalise Roumania in the Treaty with Hungary, from which she 
expected to receive Transylvania. 

M. Fromaceor pointed out that a special protocol could be con- 
trived, permitting Roumania to sign the Treaty with Austria, after 
the other Powers. 

Mr. Potx said that he had received visits from some of the Rou- 
manian Delegation. He thought that the Roumanians wished to be 
conciliatory, but at the bottom of their attitude was a sense of griev- 
ance that they were not obtaining their due share of reparations. 
They thought that they were faring less well than France and Belgium 
in this respect. 

M. Cremenceau said he thought the best suggestion to adopt was 
Mr. Balfour’s, namely, that an answer be sent to the Roumanians, 
arguing with them that Poland and the other new States had ac- 
cepted the minority clauses. As to the Bukovina, Transylvania and 
Bessarabia, he thought it would be better to say nothing, but to wait 
and see what action the Roumanians would take. 

(It was accordingly decided that no alterations should be made in 
Article 60 of the Treaty with Austria, and that Mr. Balfour should 
prepare a draft answer to the Roumanian Delegation, in the spirit 
of the above discussion, and that the draft should be submitted to the 
Council on the following day.) 

(The Meeting then adjourned.) 


Hore: Asrorta, Parts, 8.9.19. 


Appendix A to HD-49 
[Translation °] 


Note for the Supreme Council 


Paris, September 3, 1919. 


The Commission which was directed by a decision of the Council of 
Foreign Ministers on June 25" to prepare the three conventions in 
French relating to the regime of the Congo Basin, in the matter of 
trade in arms and traffic in spirituous liquors, by which it is proposed 
to revise or replace the Acts of Berlin and of Brussels of 1885 and 
1890 respectively, has now finished its labors. 

The Acts whose revision or replacement is in question were drawn 
up in French only. 

The Drafting Committee would be grateful if the Supreme Council 
would inform it whether, instead of using French only, it is advisable 


°Translation from the French supplied by the editors. 
*WM-27, minute 8, vol. 1v, p. 856. 
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now to use French and English, or French, English, and Italian,— 
the French text being authoritative in case of divergences. 

It should be remarked that, since the new conventions allow certain 
provisions of the old instruments to stand, it seems difficult to adopt 
today a different procedure from that adopted in 1885 and 1890. 

For the Drafting Committee 
Henri Fromacror 


Appendix B to HD-49 
Translation 


[The President of the German Delegation (Von Lersner) to the 
President of the Peace Conference (Clemenceau) | 


THE PRESIDENT OF THE 
GERMAN DELEGATION 


No. 17 VERSAILLES, September 5, 1919. 


Mr. Prestpent: The Allied and Associated Powers are of the opin- 
ion, according to their note of September 2,* that the provisions of 
Article 61, paragraph 2, of the German Constitution, on the subject 
of the right of German-Austria to participate in the Reichsrat, is a 
formal violation of Article 80 of the Peace Treaty, and they require 
the German Government to take within fifteen days appropriate 
measures to avoid this violation by declaring Article 61, paragraph 2, 
null and void. On this subject, the German Government replies as 
follows: 

In this connection, the German Delegation at Versailles called at- 
tention in its observations on the peace conditions, during the discus- 
sion of Article 80 of the Treaty, which observation was sent to the 
Allied and Associated Governments on May 29,° to the fact that Ger- 
many had never had and would never have the intention of changing 
the Germano-Austrian frontier by force, but that it could not under- 
take to oppose a possible desire of the population of Austria to recon- 
struct the unity of the state with the lands of the old German stock. 
The Allied and Associated Governments replied in their note of June 
16, 1919, * that they took note of Germany’s renunciation. of any vio- 
lent. change of the Germano-Austrian frontier. The Germans con- 
cluded therefore that. they would not be going counter to the pre- 
scriptions of Article 80 of the Peace Conditions; which ends in bring- 
ing forward the future possibility of a change to be brought about in 
the independence of Austria with the consent of the League of Na- 

* Appendix A to HD-45, p. 62. 


* Vol. VI, pp. 795, 882. 
* Tbid., pp. 926, 945, 
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tions, if this possibility could be brought about by the friendly rap- 
prochement of the two nations, corresponding to the right of nations 
to self-determination. It is this interpretation which led to the inser- 
tion of the provisions of Article 61, paragraph 2, in the German Con- 
stitution. In the first part these provisions regulate the right of Ger- 
man-Austria to vote in the Reichsrat, purely and simply in 
case the union of the country with the German Empire takes place, 
without in any way dealing with the facts on which such a union might 
depend. In the second part of these provisions, the representatives 
of German-Austria are granted the right to a consulting voice in the 
Reichsrat until the union takes place. The independence of German- 
Austria, as well as the hypothesis admitted by Germany in the Peace 
Treaty of a change in that independence, were not to be infringed, 
for the provisions make the right to participate in the sessions of the 
Reichsrat depend on the free opinion of German-Austria, and bind 
the country to no relations of common or international law. 

In spite of this state of affairs, the Allied and Associated Powers 
consider the admission of German-Austrian representatives as incom- 
patible with the guarantees of independence for the country as speci- 
fied by Article 80 of the Peace Treaty, because this admission would 
put this country on the same footing as the countries constituting 
the German Empire, because it would create a political bond between 
Germany and Austria and because it would bring about a political 
action common to the two countries. This interpretation by the Allied 
and Associated Governments brings forward an interpretation of 
Article 80 of the Peace Treaty which is in opposition to the interpreta- 
tion hitherto admitted by the Germans. In the presence of the note 
of the Allied and Associated Powers, Germany is not in a position to 
maintain the point of view she has held up to the present. Hence a 
change in the contents of the German Constitution is not necessary. 
The Allied and Associated Governments have already brought out in 
their note the fact that Article 178 of the Constitution stipulates very 
simply that the conditions of the Peace Treaty cannot be affected by the 
Constitution. This article was inserted with a view to avoiding all 
possible contradictions that might arise between the provisions of the 
Constitution and the conditions of the Peace Treaty, of which the in- 
terpretation is in many cases doubtful. The reserves formulated 
in this article cover all the provisions of the Constitution, including the 
above-mentioned provisions of Article 61, paragraph 2. Therefore, 
if the prescriptions of Article 61, paragraph 2, in themselves are in 
contradiction with a clause of the Peace Treaty, it results automatically 
that this prescription remains null and void. The German Govern- 
ment declares consequently that the provisions of Article 61, paragraph 
2, of the Constitution are null and void, that specifically the admission 

510124—46—-VOL, VIII 10 
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of German-Austrian representatives to the Reichsrat cannot be ef- 
fected until the Council of the League of Nations consents, according 
to Article 80 of the Peace Treaty, to a modification in the relations 
which political law accords to German-Austria. 

Although the affair in question is settled by the preceding declara- 
tion according to the desire of the Allied and Associated Govern- 
ments, the German Government feels itself obliged to make the fol- 
lowing fundamental remarks: from its point of view the German 
Government has never given, on the subject of the alleged contra- 
dictions between the German Constitution and the Peace Treaty, any 
occasion for a demand for explanation so peremptory as the terms of 
the note of the Allied and Associated Powers, If, in case of a refusal 
to meet their requirements, these Governments threaten to extend the 
zone of occupation, and if, in order to do this, they base their authority 
on Article 429 of the Peace Treaty, it is necessary to specify that the 
Treaty in no wise authorizes such a measure, quite independently of 
the fact that the Allied and Associated Governments have not yet 
ratified the Treaty and that for this reason they cannot support their 
claim from the juridical point of view. Article 429 provides under 
certain conditions a longer period of occupation, but no territorial 
extension. Consequently, the German Government can see in the - 
menace of such a measure only an act of violence profoundly to be 
regretted. 

Accept, [No signature on file copy] 





Appendix C to HD-49 


[Translation “] 


Draft of a Reply to the Letter of August 5 [September 5] From the 
German, Delegation, on the Subject of Article 61 of the German 
Constitution 


By their note of September 2 last, the Allied and Associated Powers 
called upon the German Government to take appropriate measures to 
undo promptly, by declaring null and void the second, paragraph of 
article 61 of the German Constitution, the violation of article 80 of 
the treaty of peace of June 28, 1919, which has resulted from the 
promulgation on August 11, 1919, of the said article 61-2nd of the 
Constitution. 

The German Delegation at Versailles, in its note of September 5 
last, has submitted to the Allied and Associated Powers an interpre- 
tative explanation, which the German Government (which has no 





* Translation from the French supplied by the editors. 
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competence to interpret the Constitution authoritatively) states that 
it gives to the said Article 61-2nd of the German Constitution, and 
which in the opinion of that Government would render needless a 
modification of the Constitution. 

Since this explanation does not constitute the reply which, by the 
note referred to above of September 2 last, the German Government 
had been called upon to give, the Allied and Associated Powers in- 
form the German Delegation that, as the German Government has 
failed to meet this request, they will find themselves obliged, at the 
expiration of the time fixed and now current, to resort to the means 
provided for ensuring the strict execution of the treaty. 


Appendix D to HD-49 


Translation 
DELEGATION OF THE KINGDOM OF 
THE SERBS, CROATS AND SLOVENES 
TO THE PEACE CONFERENCE 


No. 3530 Paris, September 4, 1919. 


From: M. Nik. P. Pachitch. 
To: M. Clemenceau. 

The Delegation of the Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes 
has received the project of the Treaty on the protection of minorities. 
It considers that the internal legislation of the S. C. S. State assures 
sufficient guarantees to the ethnic minorities; in fact, the Constitu- 
tion of the Kingdom of Serbia with its principles of greater religious 
equality, with proportional representation and by a broad local auton- 
omy, excludes all persecutions of minorities. The Constituent As- 
sembly which will meet in the near future for the establishment of the 
Constitution of the S. C. S. State, will go even further in the matter of 
tolerance, in conformity with the spirit reigning in the present epoch. 
Therefore, the Delegation of the Kingdom of the S. C. S. regrets that 
the Principal Allied and Associated Powers have deemed it neces- 
sary to give to the ethnic minorities an international guarantee which 
supposes a certain distrust with regard to the legislation and the 
administration of this State. 

In spite of what has just been set forth, the present Delegation is 
ready to accede to the wishes of the Principal Allied and Associated 
Powers, knowing that they have been guided in this question only 
by the principle of tolerance, and convinced that their intention was 
in no way to attack the sovereign rights of the S. C. S. State. How- 
ever, although determined on accepting in principle the projected 
Treaty, the S. C. S. Delegation is obliged to ask that certain modifi- 
cations be made to its text. 
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These modifications are of two kinds. Some aim at certain modi- 
fications of wording which, in the opinion of the present Delegation, 
should be adopted in the general interest. The others are of a more 
essential nature, but the Delegation hopes that they will also be 
adopted, being based on strong reasons of principle. 

As rectification of wording, the 8. C. S. Delegation proposes the 
following modifications in the Introduction itself, 

The first alinea: “Whereas great acquisitions of territories have 
been made by the Kingdom of Serbia since the year 1913,” should 
be omitted entirely, as these territories, in the opinion of the Dele- 
gation, cannot be made the object of this Treaty, as will be explained 
further on. For the same reasons should also be omitted in the 4th 
alinea the words: “of the said acquisitions of territories and”. 

The second and third alineas should be worded thus: “Whereas the 
Serbs, Croats and Slovenes, who had already freed themselves and 
made themselves independent of Austria-Hungary, have of their own 
free will resolved to be united to Serbia and Montenegro in a perma- 
nent way with the intention of forming an independent and unified 
State under the name of the Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and 
Slovenes, and, whereas the Kingdom of Serbia has agreed to realize 
this union and in consequence has been formed the Kingdom of the 
S. C. S. which has assumed the sovereignty over the territories in- 
habited by these peoples.” 

In the last alinea, instead of: “The Serb, Croat and Slovene 
States” should be substituted: “the Serbo-Croat-Slovene State.” 
This modification should also be made in the following articles, where 
this wording is used, the same as the expression “Serb, Croat and 
Slovene nationality” should be replaced by the expression “Serbo- 
Croat-Slovene nationality”, and the expression “Serbo, Croat and 
Slovene nationals” by the expression “Serbo-Croat-Slovene nation- 
als”; the same modifications should be made to Articles 3 to 10. 

Article 8 should be made to harmonize with Article 76 of the Treaty 
with Austria; therefore in the first line, after the word “recognizes,” 
should be added : “within the limits of Article 76 of the Treaty with 
Austria.” In the fifth line of the same article, instead of “of the Trea- 
ties with Austria and Hungary,” it should read: “of the Treaties with 
Austria, Hungary and Bulgaria”, for in the preceding text it is a 
question of Bulgarian nationals who acquired the Serbo-Croat-Slo- 
vene nationality; or if no such persons can be found in the territories 
which shall be attributed to the S. C. S. State by the Treaty with Bul- 
garia, and not by those with Austria and Hungary. For the same 
reason in the 14th line instead of “Treaties of Peace with Austria and 


Hungary,” it should be said: “of the Treaties of Peace with Austria, 
Hungary and Bulgaria.” 
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To Articles 3 and 4 the Delegation prefers the expression “having 
their citizenship” to that of “domiciled.” In Article 7 the last alinea 
should be worded thus: “Notwithstanding the establishment by the 
Royal Government of an official language, reasonable facilities will be 
given to Serbo-Croat-Slovene nationals of languages other than the 
official language for the use of their tongue, either orally or in writing 
before the Tribunals.” 

In Article 9, line 8, instead of “The Serb, Croat or Slovene lan- 
guages” put: “the official language.” | 

Besides these modifications of a formal nature, the Delegation of 
the Kingdom of the S. C. 8. proposes the following basic modifications : 

In Article 9, a modification to which the Delegation attaches an im- 
portance of the first order should be introduced. The last alinea, the 
tenor of which is the following: “the provisions of the present Article 
shall be applicable only to the territories transferred to the kingdom 
of the S. C. [S.] since January 1, 1913” should be replaced by the 
following: “the provisions of the present treaty will be applicable only 
to the territories detached from the former Austro-Hungarian Mon- 
archy or Bulgaria and transferred to the Kingdom of the Serbs-Croats- 
Slovenes since August 1, 1914.” If this modification were not adopted, 
the rights of sovereignty acquired from the Kingdom of Serbia, which 
it possessed on territories which belonged to it before the present war, 
would be jeopardized. As to these territories, united to Serbia “after 
January 1, 1913,” she acquired them by an International Treaty on the 
oceasion of which not only her present Allies, but even her adversaries 
at that time, Austria and Germany, did not deem it necessary to de- 
mand a limitation of her sovereignty in an interest of protection of 
minorities. It is precisely for these territories that Serbia waged for 
six years three bloody wars, and that is why any limitation of the 
sovereignty of the S. C. S. State in this Serbian region would represent, 
for its Government an absolute moral impossibility. 

To Article 11 the Delegation also requests important modifications. 
According to the terms of this Article, the S. C. S. State engages to 
accord to ethnic minorities a certain proposition which would be placed 
under the guarantee of the League of Nations. Therefore, such a pro- 
tection is not provided for the advantage of its nationals which might 
be as ethnic minorities, in the territories of other States which, like the 
S. C. S. State, have been increased or formed by the territories of the 
former Austro-Hungarian Monarchy. This same Treaty provides for 
certain economic concessions to the S. C. S. State to the profit of its 
Allies, but only as reciprocity. This principle should also be adopted 
in the question of protection of minorities so that only the States 
which accord to the nationals of the S. C. S. State the protection which 
they demand for the profit of their own, shall take advantage of it. 
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The same Article provides that the future modifications of the 
projected Treaty shall be decided by the Council of the League of 
Nations, by a majority vote. Therefore, this Treaty being a bilateral 
act between the S. C. S. State and the Principal Allied and Associated 
Powers, such a procedure, which excludes the consent of the S. C. S. 
State, should not be adopted. However, the present Delegation 
would be ready to adhere to such a provision if it received the assur- 
ance that the future settlements of the League of Nations concerning 
the protection of minorities will be of general order and will not adopt 
an exceptional regime for the S. C. S. State. 

Finally the second alinea of this same Article seems to be worded 
from the opinion of the present Delegation in a defective manner 
owing to the fact that it confers to the Council of the League of Na- 
tions, not only in the case of violations of the provisions of this 
treaty, but even in case of danger of such violations, the right to take 
measures and to give instructions the nature of which is not exactly 
defined. In that way the Council of the League of Nations could 
attribute to itself a discretionary power of precautionary policy not 
at all in conformity with the spirit of this Treaty. In fact accord- 
ing to this Treaty, the League of Nations must see that the rights 
guaranteed to ethnic minorities be respected. In case of an infringe- 
ment of these rights, a judicial action would incontestably be justi- 
fied, but such an action should be sufficient in itself. Other “meas- 
ures” and other “instructions” would be useless in cases of violations 
of the right. Outside of this case, they would constitute a super- 
fluous and misplaced interference in the internal administration of 
the country. 

Therefore the Delegation proposes the following wording for the 
alinea in question: 

“The Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes agrees that any 
member of the Council of the League of Nations shall have the right 
to call to the attention of the Council any infraction of any of the 
obligations and that the Council after having heard the Royal Gov- 


ernment shall be able to refer the examination of such a question to the 
permanent court of Justice.” 


To Articles 13 and 15, the Delegation proposes to reduce the delay 
from five to three years, for it is a matter of temporary economic 
regime which limits the liberty of a decision of the §. C. S. State and 
the duration of which should consequently be reduced to the minimum. 

In case the Supreme Council would consider itself unable to adopt 
the propositions above set forth, the present Delegation has the honor 
of begging it to be kind enough to hear it orally before coming to a 
definite decision for, owing to the formal instructions of its Gov- 
ernment the Delegation of the Kingdom of the 8. C. S. would be 
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placed in a difficult and impossible situation if its principal demands 
were not adopted. 
Please accept, etc., etc. 
For the Delegation of the 
Kingdom of the Serbs Croats and Slovenes, 
Nix. P. Pacurrcu 
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KINGDOM OF THE SERBS, CROATS AND SLOVENES 


Draft of a Treaty * 

Between 

Tue Unrrep States or America, Great Briain, France, ITAty, 
AND JAPAN, 

Described as the Principal Allied and Associated Powers, 

On the one hand, 

And Tue Kinepom or THE Serss, Croats AND SLOVENES, 

On the other hand, 

Whereas since the commencement of the year 1913 large accessions 
of territory have been made to the Kingdom of Serbia and 

Whereas the Croat and Slovene peoples have, of their own free 
will, determined to unite with Serbia in a permanent union for the 
purpose of forming a single sovereign independent State under the 
title of the Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes, and 

Whereas the Prince Regent of Serbia and the Serbian Govern- 
ment have agreed to this union, and the Kingdom of Serbia has, in 
consequence, been transformed into the Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats 
and Slovenes, and has assumed sovereignty over the territories 
inhabited by these peoples, and 

Whereas it is necessary to regulate certain matters of international 
concern arising out of the said accessions of territory and of this 
union, and 

Whereas it is desired to free Serbia from certain obligations 
which she undertook by the Treaty of Berlin of 1878 to certain 
Powers and to substitute for them obligations to the League of 
Nations, and 

Whereas the Serb-Croat-Slovene State of its own free will desires 
to give to the populations of all territories included within the 
State, of whatever race, language or religion they may be, full 
guarantees that they shall continue to be governed in accordance 
with the principles of liberty and justice, 


“Dated September 2, 1919; draft in French and English. 
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For this purpose the following Representatives of the High Con- 
tracting Parties: 
Tue Present or THE Unrtep Srates or AMERICA, 
His Masesty tar Kine or tHE Unrrep Kinepom or Great Brirain 
AND IRELAND AND OF THE British Dominions BEYOND THE 
Seas, Emperor or Inp1ra, 


6.8 ee Rl 6 a ie 8) ie) ae! cee gay ap rered 0)! eu el ieee 65 0./e) ae Oey ON aie a) ee ee al Gin lo oe 
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After having exchanged their full powers, found in good and due 
form, have agreed as follows: 

The Allied and Associated Powers, signatories to the Treaty of 
Berlin of the 18th July, 1878, taking into consideration the obliga- 
tions contracted under the present Treaty by the Serb-Croat-Slovene 
State, recognize that the Serb-Croat-Slovene State is definitely dis- 
charged from the obligations undertaken in Article 35 of the said 
Treaty of Berlin. 

Chapter I 


ARTICLE 1 


The Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes undertakes that 
the stipulations contained in Articles 2 to 8 of this chapter shall be 
recognised as fundamental laws, and that no laws, regulation or 
official action shall conflict or interfere with these stipulations, nor 
shall any law, regulation or official action prevail over them. 


ARTICLE 2 


The Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes, undertakes to 
assure full and complete protection of life and liberty to all inhab- 
itants of the Kingdom without distinction of birth, nationality, lan- 
guage, race or religion. 

All inhabitants of the Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes, 
shall be entitled to the free exercise, whether public or private, of 
any creed, religion or belief, whose practices are not inconsistent 
with public order or public morals, 
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ARTICLE 3 


The Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes admits and de- 
clares to be Serb-Croat-Slovene nationals ipso facto and without the 
requirement of any formality Austrian, Hungarian or Bulgarian 
nationals habitually resident [or: having indigénat] 1** at the date of 
the coming into force of the present Treaty in territory which is or 
may be recognised as forming part of the Kingdom of the Serbs, 
Croats and Slovenes under the Treaties with Austria, and Hungary 
respectively. 

Nevertheless, the persons referred to above who are over eighteen 
years of age will be entitled under the conditions contained in the 
said Treaties to opt for any other nationality which may be open 
to them. Option by a husband will cover his wife and option by 
parents will cover their children under eighteen years of age. 

Persons who have exercised the above right to opt must, except 
where it is otherwise provided in the Treaty of Peace with Austria 
and Hungary, transfer within the succeeding twelve months, their 
place of residence to the State for which they have opted. They will 
be entitled to retain their immovable property in the territory of the 
Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes. They may carry with 
them their movable property of every description. No export duties 
may be imposed upon them in connection with the removal of such 
property. 

ARTICLE 4 


The Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes admits and declares 
to be Serb-Croat-Slovene nationals ipso facto and without the require- 
ment of any formality persons of Austrian, Hungarian or Bulgarian 
nationality who were born in the said territory of parents habitually 
resident [or: having indigénat] there, even if at the date of the coming 
into force of the present Treaty they are not themselves habitually 
resident [or: having ndigénat] there. 

Nevertheless, within two years after the coming into force of the 
present Treaty, these persons may make a declaration before the com- 
petent Serb-Croat-Slovene authorities in the country in which they are 
resident, stating that they abandon Serb-Croat-Slovene nationality, 
and they will then cease to be considered as Serb-Croat-Slovene nation- 
als. In this connection a declaration by a husband will cover his wife, 
and a declaration by parents will cover their children under eighteen 
years of age. 

ARTICLE 5 


The Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes undertakes to put 
no hindrance in the way of the exercise of the right which the persons 


28 Brackets here and in article 4 appear in the original, 
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concerned have, under the Treaties concluded or to be concluded by 
the Allied and Associated Powers with Austria or Hungary, to choose 
whether or not they will acquire Serb-Croat-Slovene nationality. 


ARTICLE 6 


All persons born in the territory of the Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats 
and Slovenes who are not born nationals of another State shall tpso 
facto become Serb-Croat-Slovene nationals. 


ARTICLE 7 


All Serb-Croat-Slovene nationals shall be equal before the law and 
shall enjoy the same civil and political rights without distinction as 
to race, language or religion. 

Difference of religion, creed or confession shall not prejudice any 
Serb-Croat-Slovene national in matters relating to the enjoyment of 
civil or political rights, as for instance admission to public employ- 
ments, functions and honours, or the exercise of professions and 
industries. 

No restriction shall be imposed on the free use by any Serb-Croat- 
Slovene national of any language in private intercourse, in commerce, 
in religion, in the press or in publications of any kind, or at public 
meetings, 

Notwithstanding any establishment by the Government of the King- 
dom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes of an official language, adequate 
facilities shall be given to Serb-Croat-Slovene nationals of other than 
Serb, Croat or Slovene speech for the use of their language, either 
orally or in writing, before the courts. 


ARTICLE 8 


Serb-Croat-Slovene nationals who belong to racial, religious or 
linguistic minorities shall enjoy the same treatment and security in law 
and in fact as the other Serb-Croat-Slovene nationals. In particular 
they shall have an equal right to establish, manage and control at their 
own expense charitable, religious and social institutions, schools and 
other educational establishments, with the right to use their own lan- 
guage and to exercise their religion freely therein. 


ARTICLE 9 


The Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes will provide in the 
public educational system in towns and districts in which a considerable 
proportion of Serb-Croat-Slovene nationals of other than Serb, Croat 
and Slovene speech are resident adequate facilities for ensuring that 
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in the primary schools the instruction shall be given to the children of 
such Serb-Croat-Slovene nationals through the medium of their own 
language. This provision shall not prevent the Government of the 
Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes from making the teaching 
of the (Serbo-Croat) language obligatory in the said schools. 

In towns and districts where there is a considerable proportion of 
Serb-Croat-Slovene nationals belonging to racial, religious or lin- 
guistic minorities, these minorities shall be assured an equitable share 
in the enjoyment and application of the sums which may be provided 
out of public funds under the State, municipal or other budget, for 
educational, religious or charitable purposes. 

The provisions of the present article apply only to territory trans- 
ferred to Serbia or to the Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes 
since the 1st January 1913. 


ArtTIcLz 10 


The Kingdom of the Serbs-Croats-Slovenes agrees to grant to the 
Musulmans in the matter of family law and personal status provi- 
sions suitable for regulating these matters in accordance with Musul- 
man usage. 

The Kingdom of the Serbs-Croats-Slovenes shall take measures to 
assure the nomination of a Reiss Ul Ulema. 

The Kingdom of the Serbs-Croats-Slovenes undertakes to insure 
protection to the mosques, cemeteries and other Musulman religious 
establishments. Full recognition and facilities shall be assured to 
Musulman pious foundations (Vakoufs) and religious and charitable 
establishments now existing, and the Kingdom of the Serbs-Croats- 
Slovenes shall not refuse for the creation of new religious and chari- 
table establishments any of the necessary facilities guaranteed to other 
private establishments of this nature. 


ARTICLE 11 


The Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes agrees that the 
stipulations in the foregoing Articles, so far as they affect persons 
belonging to racial, religious or linguistic minorities, constitute ob- 
ligations of international concern and shall be placed under the 
guarantee of the League of Nations. They shall not be modified 
without the consent of the League of Nations. The United States, 
the British Empire, France, Italy and Japan hereby agree not to 
withhold their assent from any modification in these Articles which 
is in due form assented to by a majority of the Council of the League 
of Nations. 
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The Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes agrees that any 
Member of the Council of the League of Nations shall have the right 
to bring to the attention of the Council any infraction, or any danger 
of infraction, of any of these obligations, and that the Council may 
thereupon take such action and give such direction as it may deem 
proper and effective in the circumstances. 

The Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes further agrees 
that any difference of opinion as to questions of law or fact arising 
out of these Articles between the Government of the Kingdom of the 
Serbs, Croats and Slovenes and any one of the Principal Allied and 
Associated Powers or any other Power, a Member of the Council of 
the League of Nations, shall be held to be a dispute of an interna- 
tional character under Article 14 of the Covenant of the League of 
Nations. The Government of the Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and 
Slovenes hereby consents that any such dispute shall, if the other 
party thereto demands, be referred to the Permanent Court of Inter- 
national Justice. The decision of the Permanent Court shall be final 
and shall have the same force and effect as an award under Article 
13 of the Covenant. . 

Chapter II 


Arrictz 12 


Pending the conclusion of new treaties or conventions, all treaties, 
conventions, agreements and obligations between the Kingdom of 
Serbia, on the one hand, and any of the principal Allied and Asso- 
ciated Powers, on the other hand, which were in force on August 1st, 
1914, or which have since been entered into, shall ipso facto be binding 
upon the Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes. 


ARTICLE 13 


The Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes undertakes to make 
no ‘Treaty, Convention or arrangement and to take not other action 
which will prevent her from joining.in any general Convention for 
the equitable treatment of the commerce of other States that.may be 
concluded under the auspices of the League of. Nations, within five 
years from the coming into force of the present Treaty. 

The Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes also undertakes 
to extend to all the Allied and Associated: Powers any favours or 
privileges in Customs matters, which it may. grant during’ the same 
period of five years to any State with which since August 1914 the 
Allied and Associated Powers have been at war or to any State which 
in virtue of Article 6 of Part X of the Treaty with Austria has special 
Customs arrangements with such States. 
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Pending the conclusion of the general convention referred to above, 
the Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes undertakes to treat on 
the same footing as national vessels or vessels of the most favoured 
nation the vessels of all the Allied and Associated Powers which 
accord similar treatment to Serb, Croat and Slovene vessels. As an 
exception from this provision, the right of the Kingdom of the Serbs, 
Croats and Slovenes or of any other Allied or Associated Power to 
confine her maritime coasting trade to national vessels is expressly 
reserved. The Allied and Associated Powers further agree not to 
claim under this article the benefit of agreements which the states 
obtaining territory formerly belonging to the Austro-Hungarian mon- 
archy may conclude as regards coasting traffic in the ports of the 
Adriatic sea. 


ArTIcLE 15 


Pending the conclusion under the auspices of the League of Nations 
of a general convention to secure and maintain freedom of communi- 
cations and of transit, the Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes 
undertakes to accord freedom of transit to persons, goods, vessels, car- 
riages, wagons and mails in transit to or from any Allied or Associated 
State over Serb, Croat and Slovene territory, including territorial 
waters, and to treat them at least as favourably as the persons, goods, 
vessels, carriages, wagons and mails respectively of the Kingdom of 
the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes or of any other more favoured na- 
tionality, origin, importation or ownership, as regards facilities, 
charges, restrictions, and all other matters. 

All charges imposed in the territory of the Kingdom of the Serbs, 
Croats and Slovenes on such traffic in transit shall be reasonable hav- 
ing regard to the conditions of the traffic. Goods in transit shall be 
exempt from all customs or other duties. 

Tariffs for transit across the Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and 
Slovenes and tariffs between the Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and 
Slovenes and any Allied or Associated Power involving through tickets 
or waybills shall be established at the request of the Allied or Asso- 
ciated Power concerned. 

Freedom of transit will extend to postal, telegraphic and telephonic 
Services, 

Provided that no Allied or Associated Power can claim the benefit 
of these provisions on behalf of any part of this territory in which 
reciprocal treatment is not accorded in respect of the same subject 
matter. ae ae a 
“If within a period of five years from the coming into force of this 
Treaty no general convention as aforesaid shall -have been. concluded 


152 THE PARIS PEACE CONFERENCE, 1919, VOLUME VIII 


under the auspices of the League of Nations, the Kingdom of the 
Serbs, Croats and Slovenes shall be at liberty at any time thereafter 
to give twelve months notice to the Secretary General of the League 
of Nations to terminate the obligations of the present Article. 


ARTICLE 16 


All rights and privileges accorded by the foregoing articles to the 

Allied and Associated Powers shall be accorded equally to all States 
“members of the League of Nations. 

The present treaty, of which the French and English texts are 
both authentic, shall be ratified. It shall come into force at the same 
time as the Treaty of Peace with Germany. 

The deposit of ratifications shall be made at Paris. 

Powers of which the seat of the Government is outside Europe will 
be entitled merely to inform the Government of the French Republic 
through their diplomatic representative at Paris that their ratifica- 
tion has been given; in that case they must transmit the instrument of 
ratification as soon as possible. 

A procés-verbal of the deposit of ratifications will be drawn up. 

The French Government will transmit to all the signatory Powers a 
certified copy of the procés-verbal of the deposit of ratifications, 

In FAITH WHEREOF the above-named Plenipotentiaries have signed 
the present Treaty. 

Done at Versailles, in a single copy which will remain deposited in 
the archives of the French Republic, and of which authenticated copies 
will be transmitted to each of the Signatory Powers. 








Appendix F to HD-49 
[Translation *] 


[The Rowmanian Delegation to the President of the Peace 
Conference (Clemenceau) ] 


ROUMANIAN DELEGATION 
TO THE PEACE CONFERENCE 


Paris, September 8, 1919. 

Mr. Preswent: The Roumanian Delegation has the honor to in- 
form the Peace Conference that, wishing to manifest its complete 
solidarity with the Allies, it is prepared to sign the text of the treaty 
presented to the Austrian delegates, in spite of the fact that many 
of the just demands of Roumania have been removed from the text, 
but that it could not subscribe to article 60 of the treaty, the present 
terms of which infringe upon the sovereignty of the Roumanian state 


*® Translation from the French supplied by the editors. 
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and upon its political and economic independence which are brought 
directly into question. 

The Roumanian Delegation has the honor, therefore, to request the 
Peace Conference to be pleased to consent that the following declara- 
tion shall be considered as forming an integral part of the treaty: 

“The Roumanian Delegation, in signing the treaty of peace with 


Austria, cannot give its adhesion to article 60 of the treaty, relating to 
minorities, to transit, and to commerce.” 


Accept [etc. ] N. Misu ALEx Varpa- VOEvOD 


Paris Peace Conf, 180.03501/50 HD-50 


Notes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers Held in M. Pichon’s Room at the Quai d’Orsay, Paris, 
on Tuesday, September 9, 1919, at 11 a.m. 


PRESENT 
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA BRITISH EMPIRE FRANCE 
Hon. F. L. Polk. Rt. Hon. A. J. Balfour. M. Clemenceau. 
Secretary ; Secretaries M. Saisie 
Mr. L. Harrison. Mr. H. Norman. Secretaries 
Mr. P. Kerr. M. Dutasta. 
M. Berthelot. 
M. de Saint-Quentin. 
ITALY JAPAN 
M. Tittoni. M. Matsui. 
Secretaries Secretary 
M. Paterno. M. Kawai. 


M. Barone Russo. 


Joint Secretariat 


Unitep Srates or AMERICA ... Mr. C. Russell. 
Berrse WMPIRE. .. .)... << Lt-Commander Bell, 
HRANCHOY 2a See ot ete M. de Percin. 
ETALY« fe kaos Ss eae ee Captain Rossi. 


Interpreter—M. Camerlynck 


The following were also present for the items with which they were concerned. 


UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
Dr. Scott. 

Mr. Woolsey. 

Mr. A. Dulles. 


BRITISH EMPIRE 
Mr. C. J. B. Hurst. 
Brig-General Groves. 
Captain Fuller. 
FRANCE 

M. Tardieu. 

M. Jules Cambon. 
M. de Peretti de la Rocca. 
M. Fromageot. 

M. Laroche. 

M. Kammerer. 


ITALY 


Colonel Castoldi. 
M. Ricci-Busatti. 
M. Brambilla. 


JAPAN 
M. Nagaoka. 
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1. The Council took note of Mr. Polk’s draft reply to the German 
Government’s letter of 5th September.t (Appendix “A”.) 

Mr. Pork said that he had referred the matter to 

Violation of the Dr. Scott, who had consulted with the legal experts 


Peace Treaty o ;, 2 
Versailles by Virtue of the Drafting Committee, and prepared the note. It 


of Certain icles 
in the German appeared that, in the opinion of these highly qualified 
jurists, the German answer had been technically cor- 
rect. It therefore seemed to him that, before a further contention were 
raised with the German Government in a subsequent letter, the co- 
operation of the legal experts should be called for, in order to avoid 
making a legal mistake. He understood that the letter drafted by him 
had not been agreed to by M. Fromageot, although the other jurists 
of the Drafting Committee had been satisfied with it. He therefore 
requested that the Drafting Committee should be called in to advise 
the Council. He had only been given his draft a few minutes before 
entering the Council Chamber, and had, therefore, not had time to 
study it closely. He was not entirely satisfied with the form of the 
letter. 

(At this point, M. Fromageot, Mr. Hurst, Dr. Scott, M. Ricci-Busatti 
and M. Nagaoka entered the room.) 

M. Ciemenceat explained to the Drafting Committee the problem 
before the Council, and briefly recited the events that had led up to 
the problem now before the Conference. He further explained the 
main points in the Notes of the Allied and Associated Governments, 
and of the German Government, on the subject of the violation of the 
Peace Treaty. Drawing attention to the proposed extension of mili- 
tary occupation on the right bank of the Rhine, and to the legal argu- 
ments that had been brought forward against such a measure, he said 
that he would rather resign his post than consent to France being 
left by the American and British Governments to enforce unassisted 
the provisions of the Peace Treaty. America, Great Britain and 
France had all demobilised and that was inevitable, but, if Great 
Britain and America refused to support France at the present junc- 
ture, the whole weight of enforcing the Peace Treaty would be thrown 
on his country, and a position would result which would be quite 
intolerable to him. 

M. Fromaceor said that he had not agreed with the opinion of his 
colleagues on the legal issue for the following reasons. In a letter, 
dated 2nd September,? Germany had been called upon by the Allied 
Council to make special enactments by the Entente Governments 
whereby Article 61 of the Constitution, inviting Austria to participate 
in the legislation, and administration, of the German Reich, should be 


* Appendix B to HD-49, p. 188. 
? Appendix A to HD-45, p. 62. 
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rendered null and void. The demand of the Allied and Associated 
Powers had been clear; they had insisted upon the abrogation and 
nullification of Article 61. In their reply, dated 5th September, the 
German Government, whether knowingly or not he could not say, 
had repeated the request of the Allied and Associated Governments, 
but had repeated it in such a way as to introduce into it certain modi- 
fications. Instead of undertaking to make Article 61 of the German 
Constitution null and void, they had proposed to make it non- 
applicable and to give it no legal force. This was not meeting the 
Allied demand; for the Article in question remained part of the 
German Constitution, and could be made applicable, and given force 
later on. A mere admission of non-applicability was not what had 
been desired. In their letter, the German Government had given a 
special interpretation to Article 61 by virtue of a later Article in the 
same Constitution, (No. 178), which latter Article enacted, that no 
provision of the Peace Treaty of Versailles was affected by anything 
in the German Constitution. N ow, the argument. brought forward 
in this respect by the German Government might be good or might 
be bad. It did not appear to him to be acceptable. The conclusion 
could not be avoided that, if Article 61 were made non-applicable by 
virtue of Article 178, the argument could be reversed, and. Article 
178 be cancelled by Article 61. The Allied and Associated Govern- 
ments had demanded the nullification of Article 61, and had threatened 
to take the necessary steps to force the German Government to make 
the necessary enactments. They had received, in reply, an interpre- 
tation, both of their original request, and of the Article at issue, by 
virtue of which it was alleged, that the measures foreshadowed by 
the Allied and Associated Governments would not be necessary. 
The Council might well repeat their original request, and state clearly 
that they were not concerned with the interpretation of the German 
Constitution, given in the German Government’s letter of the 5th 
September. He suggested, in conclusion, that the demand for nulli- 
fication should be repeated in the strongest and clearest terms in any 
letter that might be subsequently sent to the German Government; 
who should also be informed that the Allies would feel themselves to 
be absolutely justified in taking any measures necessary to enforce 
their demands. 


M. Cizmenceau asked Mr. Hurst to explain his standpoint to the 
Council. 

Mr, Horst said that he could only express a personal opinion, be- 
cause the matter had merely been the subject of conversation and dis- 
cussion in the Drafting Committee, and had never been officially re- 
ferred to them. He quite felt that the prestige of the Allied and 
Associated Governments demanded that the German Government 
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should be told that steps would be taken to enforce compliance with 
the demands that had been made to them. But a further question 
arose, which was whether the admission of the German Government, 
in their letter of 5th September, was not sufficient to afford the neces- 
sary satisfaction to the Council. The German Government had 
clearly admitted that Article 61 of their Constitution had no legal 
force. He asked whether there was a sufficient difference between this 
admission and the demands of the Council to justify further action. 
Would it not be enough to tell the German Government, that their 
admission of the non-validity of Article 61 had been noted and put 
on record. Another point arose, which was that, under the terms of 
the Peace Treaty, Austria could be admitted into the German Reich, 
subject to the consent of the League of Nations. This showed that 
the Peace Treaty itself did actually leave a means open to Austria, 
whereby she might eventually become incorporated into Germany. 
It might be argued that the Allied demand for the nullification of 
Article 61 was in contradiction to the terms of the Peace Treaty, 
which they themselves had drawn up. The real protection of the 
Allied and Associated Powers against an increase of strength to Ger- 
many, by virtue of the incorporation of Austria, came from the terms 
of the Austrian Peace Treaty. After signature, Austria would bind 
herself not to participate in the affairs of another State and to regard 
her independence as inalienable. This undertaking by Austria, com- 
bined with the admission contained in the German note, would, in his 
opinion, sufficiently protect the prestige of the Council, and the inter- 
ests of the Allied and Associated Governments. 

M. Ciemenczav said that he wished to draw the attention of the 
Council to three points, which he regarded as of primary importance. 
(1) He did not see why an Article in the Peace Treaty with Austria, 
preventing that country from joining Germany, was of any protec- 
tion, unless the analogous article in the German Peace Treaty were 
upheld and enforced. What was good for one Treaty was good for 
another Treaty. Why should an Article in the Austrian Treaty be of 
any greater protection than an Article in the German Treaty? (2) 
The German Government was not qualified to interpret the German 
Constitution. In his opinion, no Government had such a right. (3) 
He wished to draw attention to a further Article in the German Con- 
stitution (No. 112), by virtue of which it had been enacted that no 
German citizen should be surrendered to a foreign government for 
trial or punishment. This article, taken in conjunction with No. 61, 
seemed to him to show a deliberate plan to violate the Peace Treaty; 
and this raised at once a very grave issue. He desired to assure the 
Council, that he had no wish to force quarrels; it was not in his char- 
acter to do so. He was none the less deeply convinced, that the Ger- 
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man Government would use every means in its power to avoid carry- 
‘ing out the Peace Treaty fully. This was, after all, only to be ex- 
pected; since such a line of conduct was conformable to the dictates 
of human nature. The Allied and Associated Governments were in 
danger, by the fact that demobilisation had been forced upon them 
irresistibly by public opinion in their own countries. But Germany 
was attempting to reassemble her forces, and would certainly continue 
to try todoso. He felt that he was, at that moment, testing the spirit 
ofthe Entente. If, after making a specific demand, the Council were to 
allow their orders not to be complied with, a succession of events would 
take place, which would bring about a very grave state of affairs. By 
trying to avoid a small crisis at the present moment, the Allied and 
Associated Governments would inevitably provoke a much graver one 
later on, at a date which the Germans themselves would choose. 

Mr. Batrour said that the decision, which the Council was called 
upon to take was one of the utmost gravity and importance. He agreed 
with much that the President had said; but had a few remarks to 
offer, and a separate suggestion of his own to add. He had listened 
to M. Fromageot’s contention with interest, although he could not 
quite agree with it. He had understood him to say that it lay with 
the Allied and Associated Powers to say exactly what the Peace Treaty 
of Versailles meant. But it appeared to him (the speaker) that al- 
though the Allied and Associated Powers had a perfect right, origi- 
nally, to insert whatever clauses they chose into the Peace Treaty, 
and to disregard, if they wished to do so, any complaint that the 
German Government might have to make upon the projected provi- 
sions, this original liberty of action did not so extend itself, after sig- 
nature, as to give freedom of interpretation to the Allied and 
Associated Powers. Once the Treaty was signed, it seemed to him 
that it became a bi-lateral agreement, and that each separate signatory 
to the document could argue with other signatories on equal terms. 
It was none the less clear to him that the persons who had framed the 
German Constitution had deliberately attempted to draw it up in 
such a way as openly to challenge and possibly to violate, the Peace 
Treaty of Versailles, Their intentions might be described in English 
slang asa “try on”. Article 112, to which the President had just called 
the attention of the Council, appeared to be a far worse violation of 
the Peace Treaty, than the Article upon which there had just. been 
an exchange of notes. He felt amazed that not one of the Entente 
Governments had been told earlier that the new German Constitution 
was violating the Peace Treaty of Versailles, both in letter and in 
spirit. 

He fully agreed with the President of the Council, that a moment 
would arise, when the issue between the Entente and the German 
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Government would be quite clear, and would have to be fought out 
by argument, or, possibly, by arms, or by the re-imposition of a block- 
ade. But he did not know whether the Entente Powers were choosing 
a judicious ground for a dispute with Germany, if they forced a crisis 
on the debatable subject of the extent to which an invitation to Austria 
to join the German Reich, had violated the Peace Treaty of Versailles. 
Two most able and qualified men had just given divergent opinions 
on the legal issue. The differences of opinion, of which the Council 
had just taken note, would be repeated in the press of all European 
countries; if the present litigation between the Entente and Germany 
resulted in the forcible occupation of Frankfort. As soon as that 
important German base had been occupied by Entente troops, the 
press of Europe would pour out cataracts of legal and quasi-legal 
arguments; public opinion would take sides for and against the En- 
tente, and, though some sections of public opinion would doubtless 
approve the action taken, there would be others which would bitterly 
dispute it. He suggested, therefore, that the conflict should be de- 
ferred, not because the Allied and Associated Governments doubted 
the justice of their contentions, but simply because they were not open- 
ing the conflict from an absolutely advantageous position. He pro- 
posed that a letter should be sent to the German Government, telling 
them, that, in the opinion of the Allied & Associated Governments, 
two articles of the German Constitution violated the Peace Treaty of 
Versailles, and that, although Article 178 of the same Constitution, 
declaring that no provisions contained therein violated the Peace 
Treaty might absolve them, any argument based on such ground ap- 
peared wholly unsatisfactory to the Entente Governments. The time 
would soon arrive when the intentions of Germany with regard to the 
Peace Treaty would be absolutely clear. But so long as the Council 
were only concerned with a prospective agreement between Germany 
and Austria, requiring the active co-operation of the latter power, 
before it could be effected, the issue before it was doubtful and un- 
satisfactory. On the other hand, Article 112 of the German Constitu- 
tion, declaring that no German citizen could be subject to the 
jurisdiction of a foreign court, would, in a very few days, bring about 
a decisive issue. If this article were quoted in reply to a demand for 
the surrender of officers guilty of breaches of the laws of war, under 
the terms of the Peace Treaty, there would be no disagreement amongst 
jurists, who would be unanimous in thinking that the provisions of 
the Treaty were being defied and violated. As soon as the German 
Government should refuse to surrender military criminals, the En- 
tente Governments would say that Article 178 had been drafted in 
order to throw dust in their eyes and deceive them as to the real inten- 
tions of the German Government and the German people. If Frank- 
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fort were occupied as a reply to such an open act of defiance, no 
argument would be possible, and the action of the Entente Govern- 
ments would receive the moral support of all mankind. He therefore 
suggested, in conclusion, that a letter of warning, couched in the 
sternest language, should be sent to the German Government, telling 
them that, in the opinion of the Allied & Associated Governments, 
Article 178 of the German Constitution was binding upon them, and 
that they were expected to carry out, to the letter, the terms of the 
Peace Treaty signed by their plenipotentiaries, ratified by their Par- 
liament, and agreed to, by the express provisions of their own 
Constitution. 

Mr. Pox said that he agreed, that a struggle with Germany for 
the enforcement of the Peace Treaty was inevitable. The Germans 
would, some time or another, make an effort to avoid its provisions; 
but he thought that the Council ought to choose its ground, so as 
to be quite certain that it was technically, that is to say legally, right. 
In view of the legal argument advanced by the German Government, 
to the effect that Article 178 of the German Constitution made Article 
61 of no effect, he thought that any further reply sent by the Council 
ought to be carefully studied by jurists before dispatch. Until such 
an examination could be made he felt bound to withhold his final 
opinion. 

M. Tarprev said that attention had been called to the divergence of 
opinion amongst the jurists. He had, however, been struck by the 
fact that Mr. Hurst had advanced arguments far more political than 
legal in character. Would it not be possible to deal with the question 
on purely political grounds? Mr. Balfour had suggested that another 
basis should be chosen for the conflict, but by virtue of their letter 
of the 2nd September, the Allied and Associated Governments had 
joined with the German Government on a definite issue. Would it 
not be possible to adhere to the line previously adopted, more par- 
ticularly as the new Article to which attention had been drawn 
(No. 112), showed clearly that the German Government wished, and 
intended, to violate the Peace Treaty as far as it could? 

M. Campon said he had had a long experience of German methods, 
and of the mental attitude of the German people. He was convinced 
that, if the Council allowed itself to be entrapped in the meshes of 
legal argument, it would be giving encouragement to the German Gov- 
ernment to advance more arguments of the same kind; and to obscure 
the issue, whilst they themselves pursued a persistent policy of vio- 
lation, behind the cloud of dust they were throwing in the eyes of the 
Council. By allowing doubtful legal arguments to weigh with them, 
the Council would be entering on dangerous ground, and would in- 
evitably lose its authority in the eyes of the German Government. 
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Dr. Scorr said that as Mr. Hurst’s opinion did not seem to be very 
popular, he desired, from motives of loyalty, to say that he agreed 
with his colleague. 

M. Cremenceav said that he had fully understood Mr. Hurst’s argu- 
ment, but that it did not weigh with him strongly, as he had asked for 
a legal, and not a political expression of opinion from him. But the 
main question before the Council, a question which should not in any 
way be obscured, was whether the Peace Treaty was violated by virtue 
of Articles 61 and 112 of the German Constitution. If the Council 
allowed itself to be blinded by the German argument on the subject 
of Article 178, it would very soon lose all its authority. When the 
Treaty was violated by one signatory, then, inevitably, the other sig- 
natory was no longer bound. He, personally, had no doubt that the 
German Constitution did actually violate the Treaty of Versailles. 
The Council had forwarded certain definite demands to the Germans, 
who had replied by an interpretation of the Treaty, and of their own 
Constitution. There was no country in the world where the Govern- 
ment had a right to interpret the Constitution. He wished to) pro- 
pose an immediate measure. Mr. Balfour had said that, by waiting 
two or three weeks, an issue would inevitably arise. His present pro- 
posal was to demand the surrender of certain Germans guilty of 
breaches of the laws of war, immediately and without delay. He de- 
sired to send a letter stating: that the reply of the German Govern- 
ment of the 5th September was not acceptable; that the Allied’ and 
Associated Governments had taken note of another Article in the 
German Constitution explicitly violating the Peace Treaty; and that 
the immediate surrender of certain persons, mentioned by name, should 
be effected. He agreed with Mr. Balfour that the position of the 
Council would be more advantageous if the conflict occurred on the 
subject of Article 112. 

Mr. Pox asked whether the surrender of certain German criminals 
could be demanded before the ratification of the Peace Treaty. 

M. Picuon said that no steps could be taken before the ratification 
of the Peace Treaty. 

A considerable discussion then followed as to the probable date of the 
ratification of the Peace Treaty by France and Italy, and it was 
thought that this could not take place in less than a fortnight. 

Mr. Potx asked whether an examination of the German Constitu- 
tion could not be made, with a view to ascertaining all violation of 
the Peace Treaty that it might contain. 

M. Cuemenceav said that no clearer instance of violation than that 
now before the Council was likely to occur again. He agreed with 
every word of what M. Cambon had said. The Council had made a 
demand which had virtually been refused, He. noticed that all his 
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colleagues, with the possible exception of M. Tittoni, who had not 
yet expressed himself, were agreed that the demands of the Allies 
should be enforced. He therefore suggested that the whole question 
should be considered by every delegate, during the next twenty-four 
hours, and re-discussed at St. Germain, after the signature of the Peace 
Treaty with Austria, on the following day. If any means could be 
devised whereby Mr. Balfour’s proposals could be connected with the 
present demand on the German Government, he would think such a line 
of action absolutely perfect. 

M. Tarvrev drew attention to the necessity of making the Germans 
nullify the two Articles violating the Peace Treaty of Versailles. The 
best means of connecting Mr. Balfour’s proposals with the demands 
previously made probably consisted in insisting on the nullification of 
the two Articles objected to. 

Mr. Potx said that certain political demands had been made to 
Germany, and it was evident that the German Government must be 
compelled to comply. He proposed to refer the question to the Draft- 
ing Committee, to see whether the legal and political sides of the ques- 
tion could not be reconciled. The Committee could prepare a report 
and submit it to the Council at their meeting at St. Germain on the 
following day. In conclusion, he emphasized the importance of being 
absolutely sure of the legal justification for any argument that might 
be brought forward in the next note to the German Government. 

M. Cremenceav said that he could not see any legal difficulty, since 
the German Government had no right to interpret its own Constitution. 

Mr. Baxrour said that doubtless the President of the Council was 
a better judge of that matter than he was himself. Great Britain was 
protected against interpretations of her Constitution, by the fact that 
it had never been defined in writing. On the other hand, the Council 
had been interpreting the German Constitution in the notes sent to the 
German Government, and it seemed to him, in consequence, that the 
rote. had an equal right to do what the Allies themselves were 

oing. 

M. Trrront said that in view of the fact that the Council was called 
upon to take action, on account of the violation of the Peace Treaty 
with Germany by Articles 61 and 112 of the Constitution of that coun- 
try, he wished to draw attention to two points. Firstly, he agreed 
that Article 61 of the German Constitution absolutely violated the 
Peace Treaty. Secondly, with regard to Article 112, he thought that 
a reply that might possibly be made later on by the German Govern- 
ment ought to be considered before-hand: The Germans might quite 
well admit that the Allies had a right to demand the surrender of 
certain persons guilty of offences defined in the Peace Treaty. But 
such an admission on their part might be made without abrogating 
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Article 112 of their Constitution. When once the surrender of certain 
specified criminals had been made by the Germans, these latter might 
be justified in maintaining, that they had complied with the special 
provisions of the Peace Treaty, and could, from then onwards, give 
Article 112 full legal validity. 

M. Campon said that it was not sufficient for the present German 
Government to say that Article 178 of the Constitution made Article 
61 of no effect. ‘The present Government might be followed by an- 
other, which would very likely maintain an opposite point of view, 
if it thought the circumstances favourable for doing so. 

M. Cremenceav said that whilst everybody would be free to take 
opinions from whateyer quarter they chose during the next 24 hours, 
he did not think that his own was likely to alter. 

(It was decided that the question of the violation of the Peace 
Treaty by virtue of Articles 61 and 112 of the German Constitution 
should be discussed on the following day at St. Germain after the 
signature of the Austrian Peace Treaty, and that the Drafting Com- 
mittee should give their opinion on the legal issues involved, to, the 
Council.) 
dedicmeaniss 9. The Council took note of the draft letter to the 
ofthe Koumanian Roumanian Delegation prepared by Mr. Balfour. 
Delegation on the * «DD» 

Sen Betas lS PSPA PROMI sta 
in the Peace Treaty (The dratt, submitted by Mr. Balfour, was ac- 
cepted. See Appendix “B”.) 

3. Mr. Pork said that he had been informed by M, Vesnitch, that 

the Serb-Croat-Slovene Delegates did not intend to sign the Peace 
Treaty with Austria, on account of their objection to 


Possible Refusalof the Minorities Clauses contained in it. 
the Serb-Croat- 


Slovene Delegation M. Berruevor said that he had interviewed M. 
To Sign the Peace ; ; ; 
Treaty With Vesnitch at 8 p. m. on the preceding day. M. Ves- 


Aust ¢ ‘ 
irs nitch had said that it was impossible for him to sign 


the Austrian Peace Treaty without the express permission of his Goy- 
ernment, and had added that he had previously interviewed Mr. Bal- 
four. He had said that, if the Treaty on Minorities were to be 
applicable to the territories acquired in the first Balkan War, his Gov- 
ernment would not allow himtosign. Anagreement had been reached 
between them, whereby the Treaty in question might be made to apply 
to the whole of the new Serb-Croat-Slovene State. This would avoid 
mentioning either Macedonia, or the date 1913, in specific terms. M. 
Vesnitch had promised to telegraph this proposal to his Government, 
and hoped to have a reply by Wednesday morning. . He had told M. 
Vesnitch of the grave responsibility that he would incur by not signing 
the Peace Treaty with Austria. Such a refusal might result in the 


* Appendix F to HD-49, p. 152. 
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Serb-Croat-Slovene State losing all the advantages which it stood to 
gain from the Peace Treaty. He had told him that it seemed hardly 
reasonable to resign these great advantages on account of a question 
of “amour propre”. It was possible that, even when the reply came 
from Belgrade, it would be in the negative. The obstinacy of the 
Serb-Croat-Slovene Delegates in the matter was very great. 

(A long discussion then followed as to whether the signing of the 
Peace Treaty with Austria should be postponed to Thursday or 
Friday, and it was finally decided that the signature should take 
place at 10.0 o’clock on Wednesday as arranged. 

It was further decided that a protocol should be drafted, by virtue 
of which any of the high contracting parties might be allowed to 
sign the Peace Treaty within a period of three days.) 

M. Brrruenor said that M. Vesnitch had asserted, that he might be 
able to persuade his Government to sign the Peace Treaty with 
Austria, if the Council sent a letter to the Serb-Croat-Slovene Gov- 
ernment, expressing confidence in their liberal views, and telling them 
explicitly, that the Article on the subject of minorities in the Austrian 
Peace Treaty would be an end to their engagements in the matter. 
M. Vesnitch had alleged that Mr. Polk had given his approval to 
such a line of action. 

Mr. Pox said that he had interviewed M. Vesnitch, who had ex- 
plained that a letter on the lines described by M. Berthelot, had 
been sent to the Polish Government, when they had objected to the 
Minorities Clauses in the Peace Treaty with Germany. 

M. Brrrueror said that no such letter had ever been sent to the 
Polish Government. 

Mr. Poux said that he had no objection, in principle, to sending a 
letter of the kind, although he had not suggested any such measure 
or expressed approval. 

M. Trrront said that he had no objection to such a letter being 
sent, so long as nothing contained in it could possibly modify the 
obligations imposed on Serbia by virtue of the Austrian Peace Treaty, 
and by the Minorities Treaty. 

4. M. Berrueror said that certain alterations in the Treaty between 
the Allied and Associated Powers and the Serb-Croat-Slovene State 

had been agreed upon by the members of the Commit- 


qe ales tee on New States. 
ihe ane (It was decided that the Report of the Committee 
co on New States (see Appendix “C”) on the subject of 


certain modifications to be introduced into the Treaty 
between the Allied and Associated Powers and the Serb-Croat-Slovene 
State, should be accepted. ) 
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5. M. Trrronr said that he wished to draw the attention of the 

Council to the contents of a telegram received by him from General 

Mombelli. This officer stated that three-quarters of 

aupation the Hungarian people were asking for the despatch 

of an Inter-Allied body of troops (who would be 

very well received), in order to ensure that the elections in Hungary 

should be carried out without intervention or disturbance. Such a 

measure was necessary if a stable Government, with which the Allies 

could treat, was ever to be set up in Hungary. The Allied troops 
would, moreover, be very well received. 

M. Cremenceav said that he could not employ French troops on 
electoral business in Hungary or anywhere else. He did not think 
that Mr. Balfour or Mr. Polk could persuade their Governments 
to send British or American troops for such a purpose. 

M. Trrront said that he had merely wished to draw attention to 
the question, and was quite content that every delegate, on being duly 
informed, should assume whatever responsibility he thought fit. 

6. (It was decided that the General Act revising the General Act 
of Berlin, February 26th, 1885,‘ and the General Act and Declaration 

of Brussels, July 2nd, 1890,° should be accepted, with 


Convention Ret the following modification. 

acing e Acts . . 

of Berlin and Article 11, Page 8. The words “public order and 
Brussels. (See won wa h - “oubli 
Appendix D) good government” should be changed to “public se- 


curity and order.”) 
The Meeting then adjourned. 


Horet Astort4, Paris, 9 September, 1919. 


Appendix A to HD-50 


[Reply to the German Government's Letier of September 5, Draft 
Prepared by Mr. Polk] 


Drart 


In their Note of September 2nd, 1919,° addressed to the German 
Government the Allied and Associated Powers considered the nature 
and effect of Article 61, paragraph 2, of the German Constitution 
which permits the presence and the participation of Austrian Repre- 
sentatives in the German Reichsrat as if the Republic of Austria were 
in fact and therefore in law entitled to rights and privileges of a 
German State, rights and privileges which the Allied and Associated 


* British and Foreign State Papers, vol. uxxvt, p. 4. 
°Malloy, Treaties, 1776-1909, vol. nu, p. 1964. 
® Appendix A to HD-45, p. 62. 
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Powers held to be in express and formal violation of Article 80 of 
the Treaty of Peace with Germany, signed at Versailles on June 
98th, 1919, between the Allied and Associated Powers on the one and 
Germany on the other hand. The Allied and Associated Powers 
therefore felt constrained to require the German Government to take 
within fifteen days appropriate measures to avoid this violation by 


declaring Article 61, paragraph 2, null and void. 

After certain preliminary observations calculated to justify their 
conduct and their former interpretation of the Article and paragraph 
of the Constitution in question, the German Government replied on 
September 5th, 1919,” as follows to the Note of the Allied and Asso- 


ciated Powers of September 2nd :— 


“In spite of this state of affairs, the Allied and Associated Powers 
consider the admission of German-Austrian representatives as in- 
compatible with the guarantees of independence for the country as 
specified by Article 80 of the Peace Treaty, because this admission 
would put this country on the same footing as the countries consti- 
tuting the German Empire; because it would create a political 
bond between Germany and Austria and because it would bring about 
a political action common to the two countries. This interpretation 
by the Allied and Associated Governments brings forward an in- 
terpretation of Article 80 of the Peace Treaty which is in opposition 
to the interpretation hitherto admitted by the Germans. In the 
presence of the note of the Allied. and Associated Powers, Germany 
is not in a position to maintain the point of view she has held up to 
the present. Hence a change in the contents of the German Consti- 
tution is not necessary. The Allied and Associated Governments 
have already brought out; in their note the fact that Article 178 of 
the Constitution stipulates very simply that the conditions of the 
Peace Treaty can not be affected by the-Constitution. This article 
was inserted with a view to avoiding all possible contradictions that 
might arise between the provisions of the Constitution and the con- 
ditions of the Peace Treaty, of which the interpretation is in many 
cases doubtful. The reserves formulated in this article cover all the 
provisions of the Constitution, including the above-mentioned pro- 
visions of Article 61, paragraph 2. Therefore, if the prescriptions 
of Article 61, paragraph 2, in’ themselves are in contradiction with 
a clause of the Peace Treaty, it results automatically that this pre- 
scription remains null and void. The German Government declares 
consequently that the provisions of Article 61, paragraph 2, of the 
‘Constitution are null and void; that specifically the admission of 
German-Austrian representatives to the Reichsrat cannot be effected 
until the Council of the League of Nations consents, according to 
Article 80 of the Peace Treaty, to a modification in the relations 
‘which political law accords to German’ Austria.” > Hein de: : 


The Allied and Associated Powers take note of and accept this 
Declaration as an express and. formal Declaration by Germany that 


* Appendix B to HD-49, p. 188. 
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the provisions of Article 61, paragraph 2 of the German Consti- 
tution are, and that they remain null and void. 

In view, therefore, of this Declaration made within the prescribed 
period of fifteen days the Allied and Associated Powers consider it 
unnecessary to enter upon a discussion at this time of the nature and 
extent of the obligations of Article 429 of the Treaty of Peace with 
Germany, but the Allied and Associated Powers nevertheless deem 
it proper to remark in this connection that they reserve any and all 
rights, expressly or impliedly secured to them under this Article. 





Appendix B to HD-50 
Letter to the Roumanian Delegation 
Drarr PreeareD By Mr. Batrour 


I beg to acknowledge, on behalf of the Conference, the receipt of 
your letter® asking whether it would be permissible for the Rou- 
manian  Plenipotentiaries to append their signature to the ‘Treaty 
with the Austrian Republic, subject to a reservation with regard to 
Article 60. 

The Conference is of opinion that no such procedure is possible, 
The Treaty must either be signed as a whole or not signed. at all. 
No middle course is admissible. 

If the Conference rightly understand your. communication, the 
Roumanian Government: have resolved, in these circumstances, to 
withhold their signature altogether. 

Such a decision would be a source of deep regret to the Associated 
Powers. It isnot for them to question the wisdom of the Roumanian 
Government in thus separating themselves from their number. They 
may, however, be permitted to express their surprise that a Treaty, 
involving no principle which has not been accepted by other inde- 
pendent and Allied powers should be considered by the Roumanian 
Government as inconsistent with their dignity and independence, 
the more so as it relieves them of obligations accepted by them, under 
the Treaty of Berlin. 

The Associated Powers venture to express the earnest hope that 
even at the last moment the Roumanian Plenipotentiaries will recon- 
sider their decision, and thus maintain, unbroken, the solidarity of the 
Alliance. 

BrrtisH DELEGATION, 

Horex Asrorta, Parts, 8 September 1919. 


® Appendix F to HD-49, p. 152. 
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Appendix C to HD-50 


[Translation *] 
[Report of the Commission on New States] 


The Commission on New States has examined with the greatest care 
the various observations ?° presented by the delegation of the King- 
dom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes regarding the draft of a treaty 
for the protection of minorities. 

After discussion, it has taken the following decisions which it has 
the honor to submit to the Supreme Council: 

1. Most of the modifications in form which were requested by the 
Delegation have been accepted. 

2. In the second paragraph of the preamble, the Serbian Delega- 
tion asks that the wording be modified and that mention be made: 


(1) of the fact that the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes have already 
liberated themselves and made themselves independent of Austria; 
(2) of Montenegro as designed to be incorporated in Yugoslavia. 


On these two points it has been impossible to satisfy the Delega- 
tion, because on one hand it could not be affirmed that the Serbs, 
Croats and Slovenes were already liberated by their own efforts, as 
it is the Allies who liberated them, and on the other hand the fate of 
Montenegro has not yet been settled. 

3. In accordance with the request of the Delegation, article 3 has 
been brought into harmony with article 76 of the treaty with Austria, 
and in the same article the phrase “of the treaties with Austria and 
Hungary” has been replaced by “of the treaties with Austria, Hungary, 
and Bulgaria.” Likewise the phrase “of the treaties of peace with 
Austria and Hungary” has been replaced by “of the treaties of peace 
with Austria, Hungary, and Bulgaria.” 

4. In articles 3 and 4 the Commission has acquiesced in replacing 
the word “domicilié” by “ayant leur indigénat.” 

5. As regards article 11, the Commission did not feel able to make 
any change in its draft. This clause appears in substance in all the 
treaties for the protection of minorities, and in regard to them it has 
been discussed at length. It is impossible to say, therefore, that an 
exceptional regime has been imposed upon Yugoslavia. As for the 
remark by the Delegation on the question of the right of Council of 
the League of Nations “to take such action and give such directions as 
it may deem proper and effective in the circumstances,” it should be 
remembered that this phrase was inserted upon a decision of the 
Supreme Council at the time when it was resolved not to lay down 
special conditions for Macedonia. 


° Translation from the French supplied by the editors 
* Appendix D to HD-49, p. 141, p s 
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6. In articles 18 and 15, the reduction of the time limit from five 
years to three could not be accepted by the Commission. These articles 
are identical with those which appear in the other similar treaties. 


Appendix D to HD-50” 
[Translation ”] 


Report Presented to the Supreme Council by the Commission To 
Consider the Conventions Intended To Replace the General Acts of 
Berlin and of Brussels 


At its meeting of June 25,° the Council of Foreign Ministers 
approved the formation of a commission to consider two draft con- 
ventions intended to replace the General Acts of Berlin (February 26, 
1885) and of Brussels (July 2, 1890), and prepared by the delegates 
of the British and French Governments. Of these drafts, which had 
been communicated to the American, Belgian, Italian, Japanese, and 
Portuguese Governments, the first related to the control of the trade 
in arms and munitions, the second to the regulation of the liquor traffic 
in Africa. 

The Council of Foreign Ministers approved the list of delegates 
who were to consider these drafts, and who were proposed by the 
seven Governments concerned. It decided, at the same time, that the 
commission should also consider a third draft, prepared in the same 
manner, and relating to other matters dealt with in the General Acts 
of Berlin and Brussels. 

The following members were designated by the seven Governments, 
to represent them on the Commission: 


United States of America: 
Mr. G. L. Beer. 
Belgium: 
Baron de Gaiffier d’Hestroy ; 
M. O. Louwers; 
M. Galopin; * 
Major Maury, Secretary. 
British Empire: 
Sir Herbert Read ;+ 
Mr. C. Strachey. 


4 Filed separately under Paris Peace Conf. 181.4101/14. 

” Translation from the French supplied by the editors. 

*% WM-27, minute 3, vol. IV, p. 856. 

*M. Galopin participated only in the consideration of the convention for the 
control of the trade in arms. [Footnote in the original.] 

+Sir Herbert Read was able to be present only at the preliminary meeting. 
[Footnote in the original.] 
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France: : 
M. Duchéne; 
M. Merlin; 
M. de Peretti de la Rocca. 
Italy: ' 
Count Girolamo Marazz1;_. 
M. di Nobili Massuero, Secretary; i 
for consideration of the Convention on the Trade in 
Arms, 
and for consideration of the two other drafts: 
M. dell’Abbadessa ; 
Professor Anzilotti ; 
M. di Nobili Massuero, Secretary. 
Japan: 1G 
M. T. Yamakawa; , 
Colonel Y. Sato; 
Major Osumi; — 
M. R. Sawada, Secretary. 
Portugal: 
Colonel Norton de Mattos; 
Major T. Fernandes. 


The Commission met on June 26, 1919, at 3 p. m., at the Ministry 
of the Colonies. 

It elected as Chairman, M. de Peretti de la Rocca, Minister Plenipo- 
tentiary, sub-director of African Affairs in the Ministry for Foreign 
A‘ffairs, and it decided upon its order of business. 

At its first seven sessions, between the 7th and the 25th of July, the 
Commission’ considered the ‘draft: convention on the control of the 
trade in arms; from the 26th to the 28th of July, it discussed the draft 
convention on the regulation of the liquor traffic in Africa; the third 
draft was studied in four sessions, held between July 30th and August 
2nd; finally, in a last session held on September 8th, the Commission 
approved the amendments in form suggested by the Drafting Com- 
mittee. From these deliberations there came the three conventions 
which the Commission has the honor to submit unanimously for the 
approval of the Supreme Council. 

Two of these conventions, the convention relating to the control of 
the trade in arms, and the convention on the regulation of the liquor 
traffic, provide for international bureaus under the authority of the 
League of Nations; the Commission did not. consider itself competent 
to decide where these bureaus should be situated; it wished to point 
out, however, that they would have to carry on the work begun by the 
international bureau which was created. at Brussels to enforce the Act 
of Brussels, and which has always functioned to the satisfaction of 
the powers signatory to that Act; there is no good reason, therefore, for 


giving up the bureau which has its seat at Brussel: 
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Two powers which are not represented on the Supreme Council, 
Belgium and Portugal, have already given their assent to these drafts, 
through their delegates on the Commission. These delegates painted 
out that, as regards conventions of this kind which have only an in- 
direct relation to the treaties of peace, their Governments could not 
accept changes in the text’ which had been worked out in common 
unless these changes were previously submitted to them. 

The convention for the :control of the trade in arms contains provi- 
sions regulating the trade throughout the world; it provides, moreover, 
that the signatory powers shall endeavor to obtain the adherence of 
all states, members of the League of Nations. The Commission also 
considered that it ought to profit by the presence in Paris of delegates 
of all the Allied and Associated Powers to request them to sign this 
convention now. 

It would be desirable, likewise, to batik immediately the adherence 
of Liberia to the convention on the regulation of the liquor traffic in 
Africa and to the one for revising the General Acts of Berlin and of 
Brussels. 

The Chairman of the Commission: 
E. pp Peretti pe La Rocca 
Paris, September 8, 1919. 


Annex I 
Convention for the Control of the Trade in Arms and Ammunition 


[For the text of this convention as signed September 10, 1919, see 
Foreign Relations, 1920, volume I, page 180. ] 


‘ Annex II 
Convention for the Regulation of the Liquor Traffic in Africa 


[For the text of this convention as signed September 10, 1919, see 
Foreign Relations, 1928, volume I,-page 429. | 


Annex III 


General Act Revising the General Act of Berlin of February 26, 1888, 
and the General Act and Declaration of Brussels of July 2, 1890 


[For the text of this convention as signed September 10, 1919, see 
Foreign Relations, 1928, volume I, page 487. | 
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Paris Peace Conf. 180.03501/51 


HD-51 


Notes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers Held in the Chateau of Saint Germain-en-Laye, on 


Wednesday, 10 September, 1919, at 11 


PRESENT 


UNITED STATES OF 
AMERICA 


Hon. F. L. Polk. 


BRITIsoH EMPIRE 
Rt. Hon. A. J. Balfour. 


Secretaries 


Mr. H. Norman. 
Mr. P. Kerr. 


Secretary 
Mr. L. Harrison. 


ITALY 
M. Tittoni. 


Secretaries 


M. Paterno. 
M. Barone Russo. 


Joini Secretariat 


UNITED STATES oF AMERICA 
British EMPIRE F 
FRANCE 

ITALY 


215 a. m. 


FRANCE 


M. Clemenceau. 
M. Pichon. 
Secretaries 


M. Dutasta. 
M. Berthelot. 
M. de Saint-Quentin. 


JAPAN 
M. Matsui. 


Secretary 
M. Kawai. 


. Captain Chapin. 

. Lt-Commander Bell. 
. M. de Percin. 

. Captain Rossi. 


Interpreter—M. Camerlynck 


The following also attended for the items with 


which they were concerned : 


UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 


Dr. J. Brown Scott. 
Mr. Woolsey. 
BritisH EMPIRE 
Brig-General Seely. 
Mr. Hurst. 
Brig-General Groves. 
Lt-Colonel Kisch. 
FRANCE 

M. Tardieu. 

M. Cambon. 

M. Fromageot. 
General Le Rond. 
Captain Ropert. 
ITaLy 

Colonel Castoldi. 
M. Ricci-Busatti. 
M. Brambilla. 
JAPAN 


M. Nagaoka. 
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1. The Council took note of the following draft resolution with 
Air Convention regard to the Air Convention :— 


“That the Air Convention shall be signed with the least possible 
delay by the Contracting States, it being understood that it shall 
remain open for a period of six months for signature by such of 
those States as are not at present in a position to sign it.” 


Mr. Potx drew the attention of the Council to the fact that he was 
unable to sign the Air Convention on behalf of the United States 
at the moment. It was even possible that the United States might 
not be able to give its adherence to the Convention, should the Amer- 
ican Government maintain the reservations made by the American 
Delegates to the clauses relating to patents and customs duties. 

(The draft resolution on the subject of the Air Convention was 
agreed to, subject to the reservation formulated by Mr. Polk, on be- 
half of the United States.) 

2. Mr. Batrour said that he had closely considered the question 
left over at the last meeting of the Council. He had prepared a draft 

note for transmission to the German Government, 


Violation of the ; 1 1 

Pence Treaty ae but was not wholly satisfied with It. The conclusion 
Versailles by 1 

Virtue of Certain was rath er long and not very decisive. Mr. Hurst 
rticies in e — 

ee tne had devised another plan, which seemed more effec 


Mauatel? >” tive than the mere despatch of a note. After reading 
his own draft Note (Appendix “A”) he called upon 
Mr. Hurst to explain his plan. 

Mr. Horst said that he had not been able to prepare any document 
which could be submitted to the Council. He had, on the previous 
day, made out a very rough draft, and had shown it to Dr. Scott. 
At the previous meeting he had been aware that the desire of the 
Council had been to formulate some plan of action, which would 
combine two separate ideas. Firstly, the two separate violations of 
the Peace Treaty should be drawn attention to. Secondly, whatever 
note, or communication, were sent to the Germans, they should be 
compelled to reply immediately. In addition to this, whatever line 
of action were adopted it should be of such a nature as to avoid 
adverse criticism in neutral countries. The solution that had seemed 
best to him was, to collect together all the admissions made by the 
Germans in their letter; to draw them up in the form of a protocol, 
which should be presented to the Germans for signature. When this 
had been done, their admissions would be given legal force, and be 
binding upon them. The Germans had admitted that the Peace 
Treaty and the Constitution were not in agreement. If, when pre- 
sented with this admission in proper legal form, either the German 
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Government, or the Reichsrat; refused to ratify it, then the intentions 
of the Germans would be made clear. -The Diditing Committee had 
agreed, generally, to this proposal, at their meeting. The manner 
in which the protocol and the note by which it was to be transmitted 
were to be drafted, was doubtful, and, before proceeding to work, 
it was necessary that his main dedi should be approved. 

M. Cremencegav said that, he understood that the Japanese Repre- 
sentative on the Drafting Committee had a proposal of his own to 
make, 

M. Nacaoxa then read his draft proposal. (See Appendix B.) 

M. Trrronz said that he had understood, on the previous day, that 
the Council wished to force the German Government to make a spe- 
cial enactment, cancelling the Articles, in their Constitution that 
were objected to. He understood M. Nagaoka’s proposal to consist 
in demanding a declaration of nullification of the Articles in ques- 
tion, with the addition, that. the Reichsrat should itself confirm the 
Cea 

Mr. Batrovr said ay the Japanese, proposal effected no more 
than what the Germans alleged to result naturally. from Article 178 
of their Constitution. 

M. CLemMENcEAU said that. he agreed with Mr. Hurst’s proposal, 
which he considered to be the best solution of the difficulty. He pro- 
posed that the Drafting Committee should bring a draft legal instru- 
ment before the Council on the following day, of such a nature as to 
oblige the German Government to sign, in the form of.a. protocol, 
whatever they had admitted in their letter of the 5th September. 
The advantage of Mr. Hurst’s proposal was, that the Germans 
would be unable to enter into lengthy negotiations. .The measures 
proposed, therefore, seemed to him to be the wisest and the most 
effective possible. 

Mr. Porx said that he approved of Mr. Hurst’s proposal also. 

M. Tarprev said that the draft protocol to be prepared by Mr. 
Hurst and the Drafting Committee, would have to be sent under the 
cover of a letter. He thought that some,of Mr. Balfour’s arguments 
and phrases might be put into the covering letter with great ad- 
vantage. 

(It was decided that the Drafting Committee should prepare a 
draft protocol, giving legal force to the,admissions of the German 
Government in their letter of 5th September, and should present it 
to the Council at its meeting on the following day, together with a 
draft letter under cover of which, the aforesaid protocol should be 
transmitted to the German Gavemapan 

3. M. Camzon reported the decision of the Joint Polish and Czecho- 
Slovak Committees on the subject of the demarcation’ line to be 
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adopted in the Teschen area, with the aid of a map. 
He said that the. Polish Delegates had provisionally 
approved of the line proposed, which was ethnographically correct. 

M. Trrront said that) he had received a visit from,M., Benes, who 
had admitted the justice of the new line, from an ethnographic point 
of view. He, (M. Benes) had, however, argued, that if a strict 
ethnographic line were to be adopted.in the Teschen area, it seemed 
hardly fair, conjointly with such .a decision, to, put. four millions 
of Ruthenes in Eastern Galicia under Polish jurisdiction... A solu- 
tion might consist in making concessions to the:Czecho-Slovaks in the 
Teschen area, to balance the very great political and economic ad- 
vantages that were being conferred .on the Poles: by virtue of the 
Galician decision. 

Mr. Baxrour said that he could not consider the analogy between 
the Galician and Teschen situations as very relevant, for two reasons; 
(1) the solution proposed for Eastern Galicia was provisional only, 
and was not intended to be a permanent, settlement, and (2) the 
decision on the subject of Galicia had been arrived at because the 
Ruthenian population in,that country could not stand alone. It was 
inevitable that the Ruthenians should eventually be placed under the 
rule of a non-Ruthenian State. . Nothing parallel, or similar, to those 
considerations arose in the Teschen problem. 

M. GCremenceau said that the Council proposed ‘to discuss the 
Teschen question, which was quite difficult enough, without the Gali- 
cian problem being added to it. . 

Mr. Potx said that M, Benes had: proposed to him a line of demar- 
‘cation following the river Vistula.’ The line in question would, how- 
ever, be quite unacceptable to the Poles; although M. Benes con- 
sidered that, in proposing it, he was making concessions. 

M: Picwon ‘said that the Council had heard the point of, view of 
the Polish and Czecho-Slovak Delegations.? The Czech Delegates 
had insisted that their interest in the Téschen area. was centered on 
the coal that it contained; the Poles:had asserted-that their interest 
in Teschen was on a political basis,-and was purely concerned with 
the Polish population in the disputed districts. It was therefore clear 
that the Poles were asking for population, and the Czechs for coal. 
-A solution might-be found by giving the whole of the Karwin district 
to the Czechs, and the! indisputably Polish districts; in the remainder 
of the area, to the:Poles. He-did not think that the line proposed 
_by:the Joint Polish and Czecho-Slovak Committees could-beupheld. 
Mr. Pour said that, if ‘such a line as that proposed by:M.-Pichon 
“were adopted, it’ would separate’the: people: working in the mines 
-from their own’ homes; by-a-national-frontier.°. not 9 th 


Teschen 





'? See HD_47, minute 5, and HD-48, minute 3, pp. 102 and 118.” 
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M. Cuemenceav said that a situation similar to that foreseen by 
Mr. Polk existed in Northern France, Belgium and the Saar Basin. 
It had not given rise to any serious difficulties. 

Mr. Baxurour said that the Poles regarded the Karwin Basin as a 
Polish district, as indeed it was. There was no serious objection to 
cutting the coal-field into two halves, because geological formations in 
other portions of the world were frequently divided politically. He 
was quite sure that the French frontier did not follow the geological 
structure of that country, in the northern districts, where the coal 
strata ran over into Belgium and into Germany. This fact did not, 
however, give rise to serious difficulties, but M. Pichon’s proposal in- 
volved cutting off a Polish population from the place where it worked, 
and this constituted a grave danger for the future. His conviction 
on this point was not only that of the Expert Committees of the Peace 
Conference, but also that of the International Commission in Teschen, 
who had studied the question locally. It was very dangerous to try to 
improvise another solution, more particularly as the line proposed by 
the Joint Polish and Czecho-Slovak Committees was really favourable 
to the Czechs, to whom it granted 60 per cent. of the coal produced, 
and 40 per cent. to the Poles. It could not possibly be said that, under 
such a solution, the Czechs were being deprived of coal. 

M. Tarprev said that it should not be forgotten, that the Poles con- 
tended, that they could not count on the Silesian coal-fields until the 
plebiscite in that country had been taken. This argument was in- 
genious, but it was none the less certain that the Poles would even- 
tually obtain possession of the greater part of the Silesian coal-fields. 

M. Picuon said that the Poles had repeatedly asserted that they did 
not care about coal. 

Mr. Potx said that M. Benes had stated to him, that either the line 
proposed by him (M. Benes) should be adopted, or a plebiscite should 
be held in the area. 

M. Brrtuetor said that M. Benes had stated to him, that the situa- 
tion in Bohemia was now so grave that it would be preferable to the 
Czecho-Slovaks to risk a plebiscite, rather than to consent to a solu- 
tion which they regarded as so hopelessly unfavourable to them, and 
equivalent, in their opinion, to a refusal of all their demands. 

M. Trrtont said that, if a plebiscite were to be held, the area would 
have to be divided into two portions, as he had proposed for Radkers- 
burg and Marburg, when these areas were under discussion. 

M. Berruetor said that the Czech contention was that, if they could 
not possess the coal, they would be dependent upon their neighbours 
for it, and might be cut off from their necessary supplies at a time of 
diplomatic tension. M. Pichon’s solution gave them the coal, and the 
rest of the Polish population to the Poles. By adopting it, the pres- 
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ent state of affairs would not be altered, since the coal areas were now 
occupied by the Czechs. 

Mr. Potx said that the difficulty was that, under M. Pichon’s pro- 
posal, a proportion of the Polish Teschen districts would be ceded to 
Czecho-Slovakia. 

M. Berruetor said that the Karwin coal district could more prop- 
erly be compared to the Lens, than to the Belgian, coal district, for it 
was concentrated in a narrow area as in the case of Lens. The orig- 
inal proposals of the Joint Committees had been most favourable to 
the Czechs, but the proposals in question had now been withdrawn. 
Even by accepting M. Pichon’s proposal, the Poles would be given 
far more than they had hoped for in the first instance. If, as he now 
thought possible, M. Benes could persuade his countrymen to consent 
to the new proposal, it was surely worth consideration. 

Mr. Porx said that M. Pichon’s line would place 60,000 Poles under 
the administration of the Czechs. 

Mr. Batroor said that it should not be forgotten that even the line 
proposed by the Joint Committees gave a considerable number of 
Poles to the Czechs. 

M. Berrueror said that M. Benes had based a good many of his 
arguments on the solution to the Galician problem, contemplated by 
the Council. The proposed decision was very favourable to the Poles, 
and the impression left upon the Czechs was that, although the Coun- 
cil was ready to place 4 million Ruthenes under Polish jurisdiction, 
they were not prepared to make a concession far smaller, from an 
ethnographical point of view, in favour of the Czecho-Slovak State. 
This would, in consequence produce a very bad impression. M. Benes’ 
attitude had been extremely moderate and conciliatory, and it would 
be a great misfortune if he found himself compelled to resign his post, 
on account of what he considered an unconciliatory attitude of the 
Conference. M. Benes’ resignation would be a political consideration, 
not entirely relevant to the Teschen problem, but the possibility of it 
could not be disregarded, and ought to be duly considered. 

Mr. Batrour said that he understood that the line described to the 
Council by M. Cambon had been adopted unanimously in the Joint 
Committees. As M. Berthelot had not been a member of either Com- 
mittee, he regarded his proposals as interesting, but not of sufficient 
authority to outweigh a unanimous proposal by an Expert Committee. 

M. Berruetot agreed with Mr. Balfour and said that the Commit- 
tees had been unanimous, but it should not be forgotten that their 
unanimous opinion, for the first six months, had been to adopt a 
solution far more favourable to the Czechs than any now proposed. 
They had subsequently altered their opinion, and this, when made 
known, would cause a bad impression in Czecho-Slovakia. The Com- 
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mittees had studied the problem from its ethnographical and econom- 
ical sides, leaving out political considerations, which seemed to be for 
the Council to decide. The French representatives on the Joint Com- 
mittee had originally objected strongly to the line reported on by M. 
Cambon that morning, but they gave their assent to it finally, in order 
to facilitate a solution of some sort. The consent of the French rep- 
resentatives had only been given on the understanding that the Poles 
should be obliged, by some means or another, to grant special facilities 
to the Czechs with regard to the coal and to the railways. 

M. Trrront said that he understood that the line described by M. 
Cambon would not be adopted without a special convention, assuring 
to the Czechs the special economic. facilities described by M. Ber- 
thelot. | 

Mr. Pork said that he had understood that the Joint Committees 
had been unanimous. If they had not. been, the question ought obvi- 
ously to be referred back to them. 

M. Berruetor said that the Report of the Joint Committees had 
only been unanimous because the French representatives had given 
their consent, so as not to isolate themselves from their colleagues. 

M. Ciemencersv said that he did not understand the reasons that had 
prompted the French representatives on the Joint Committee to give 
their assent to a proposal of which they did not approve. He retained 
opinions independently of whether they were shared by others or not. 
He had thought M. Pichon’s proposal a very good one, and had hoped 
that it might have been adopted. 

Mr. Batrour said that he saw grave objections to the adoption of 
M. Pichon’s solution. 

M. Cremenceavu said that, whilst agreeing with Mr. Balfour, he was 
convinced that the coal question. in Teschen was the outstanding 
problem. ait . 

M. Cameon said it should not be forgotten that, in the Karwin Ba- 
sin, which M. Pichon proposed to cede to Czecho-Slovakia, there were 
nearly 70,000 Poles. 

M. Cremenceav said that. Mr. Balfour could not agree with M. 
Pichon, He, himself, could not agree with the Committee’s proposals. 
He therefore:proposed to refer the whole question back to the Joint 
Committees, who, as they had already changed their minds ‘several 
times, could certainly do so again, and, present another,.report. He 
would never accept a line cutting a coal basin into two; for such a 
solution would be like placing a man on one side of a frontier, his wife 
upon the other, and dividing, the children up between the two. 

M. Cameon said, that he admitted M. Clemenceau’s objection, but 
drew the attention of the Council to the fact that it was just as unwise 
to devise a line giving the surface. of the land to one country andthe 
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subterranean deposits to another, and this seemed to be what was 
required of him [and ?] the Joint Committees. 

(It was agreed that the Teschen question should be referred back 
to the joint Polish and Czecho-Slovak Committees for report on the 
following day.) 

4. Mr. Poxx drew the attention of the Council to the fact that the 
Bulgarian Delegation was objecting to having the Peace Terms pre- 

sented to them without a formal diplomatic cere- 


ae of mony. 
e DUuigarian . I 
Pere Teves M. Durasta further called attention to the fact, 


that the Bulgarians were asking for a period of thirty 
days, after the presentation of the Peace Terms, in which they might 
be allowed to draft their replies. .Their request was based upon the 
plea that it would be necessary for them to take the terms to Sofia, 
and discuss them in the Bulgarian Sobranie. 

(After some discussion, it was agreed that the Peace Terms to the 
Bulgarians should be formally presented to them at the Quai d’Orsay 
at a date which should be decided upon later. 

It was further decided that the Bulgarian Delegation should be 
given a period of 25 days after the presentation of the Peace Terms, 
for the preparation of their replies.) 

The Meeting then adjourned. 


_ Horen Asrorta, Parts, 10 September, 1919. 


Appendix A to HD-51 


[Draft Reply to the German Note of September 5, Prepared by Mr. 
Balfour] ° 


British DELEGATION, Parts. 


The Conference have brought to the notice of the German Govern- 
ment a clause in the new German Constitution respecting German 
relations with Austria which is in direct contradiction with the provi- 
sions of the Treaty of Peace relating to the same subject. The German 
Government in effect reply that no clause, whatever be its plain gram- 
matical meaning, can really be in contradiction with the Treaty of 
Peace because there is another clause in the Constitution which says 
that nothing the Constitution contains can affect the Treaty. By this 
ingenious device the German Constitution could evidently be so 
amended as formally to contradict every provision which the Treaty of 
Peace contains. It might for example enact that a German army of 
ten million men was to be maintained by conscription; and when the 


* Appendix B to HD-49, p. 138. 
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Associated Powers pointed out that this was not in conformity with 
a Treaty which narrowly limited the Army and forbad conscription, 
the German Government could reply that, if so, the Constitution itself 
in Article 178 provided a sufficient remedy for the evil by laying it 
down that nothing in the Treaty could be affected by the Constitution. 

This case is imaginary. But it is not more extravagant than a 
similar experiment in legislation contained in the 112th Clause of 
the German Constitution. This enacts that no German citizen may 
be surrendered for trial before a foreign tribunal. The Treaty on 
the other hand lays it down that certain persons charged with grave 
offences against the principles of humanity and the Laws of War 
are to be surrendered and are to be tried by a foreign tribunal. Here 
then is a second case of contradiction between the Constitution and 
the Treaty: and presumably it will be excused in the same fashion as 
the first. 

The German Note suggests that Article 61 was introduced in order 
to avoid “all possible contradictions between the Provisions of the 
Constitution and the conditions of peace in the Peace Treaty.” The 
intention is excellent if it relates to those doubtful and accidental 
contradictions which the ingenuity of lawyers may detect in the 
language of two long and complicated documents. But we are not 
dealing with doubtful and accidental contradictions. Those of which 
we make complaint are assuredly open and manifest, and can hardly 
be other than deliberate. No one can believe that the framers of the 
German Constitution when they drew up Article 61 (and Article 
112) were not aware that both were absolutely inconsistent with the 
engagements into which Germany had solemnly entered only a few 
weeks before. 

This condition of things cannot be allowed to endure. If, as the 
Germans themselves proclaim when the Constitution and the Treaty 
clash, the Constitution must give way, it is their evident duty to 
bring these two great instruments into harmony by modifying the 
Constitution: and the Conference must insist that this duty be ful- 
filled. 

Since, however, the legislative machinery for effecting this object 
is difficult to set in motion owing to the adjournment of the Reichs- 
tag, and since the further examination of the Constitution shows that 
Article 110 [1/2] must be amended as well as Article 61, the Confer- 
ence are prepared to extend the period allowed for the amendments 
till the expiry of the first fortnight after the Treaty has been ratified. 
This will have two advantages. It will in the first place meet a 
technical objection raised by the German Government, based on the 
fact that the Treaty, though signed, is not yet in force. It will in 
the second place put to the proof the sincerity of the German argu- 
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ments based on Article 61. When the Treaty is ratified the Asso- 
ciated Powers will, in accordance with its provisions, demand the 
surrender of certain accused persons, to be tried in foreign courts. 
Unless the Constitution is amended, we shall then have a test case by 
which to determine the mode in which the German Government in- 
terpret the provisions of their Constitution when these are in conflict 
with their treaty obligations. If Article 61 be honestly interpreted, 
the substantive provisions of Article 110 [712] will have to be aban- 
doned. If Article 110 [122] be acted upon, the Treaty of Peace will 
be violated in the eyes of all the world. The first alternative would 
discredit the Constitution: the second would bring about an imme- 
diate breach with the Associated Powers. Neither alternative can 
be good for Germany: and the Associated Powers are acting in her 
interests as well as in their own when they insist that a speedy end 
shall be put to ambiguities and inconsistencies which seem to be de- 
signed for no other purpose than to weaken the force of the most 
solemn and binding obligation. 


Appendix B to HD-51 
[Translation *] 


[Draft Reply to the German Note of September 5, Prepared by 
M. Nagaoka 


The German Government, recognizing that the provision in article 
61 of the constitutional law of August 11, 1919, is in contradiction to 
the terms of article 80 of the Treaty of Peace of June 28, 1919, and 
that the maintenance of the said provision of article 61 before an 
appropriate assent has been given by the Council of the League of 
Nations, might give rise to misunderstandings, in spite of the provi- 
sions of article 178 of the said constitutional law, declares, after ap- 
proval by the Reichstag, that article 61, as well as all stipulations 
contrary to the Treaty of Peace, are null and void. 


‘ Translation from the French supplied by the editors. 


Paris Peace Conf. 180.03501/52 HD-52 


Notes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers Held in M. Pichon’s Room at the Quai d’Orsay, Paris, on 
Thursday, September 11, 1919, at 11 a.m. 


Present 
AMERICA, 
UNITED STATES OF British EMPIRE FRANCE 
Hon. F. L, Polk. Rt. Hon.:A. J. Balfour. M. Clemenceau. 
M. Pichon. 
Secretary Secretaries . Secretaries 
Mr, L. Harrison. Mr. H. Norman. M. Dutasta. 
Mr. P. Kerr. M. Berthelot. 
nee M. de St. Quentin. 
ITALY JAPAN 
M. Scialoja. M. Matsui. 
Secretaries Secretary 
M. Paterno. M. Kawai. 


M. Barone Russo. 


Joint Secretariat 


AMERICA, UNITED STATES OF ..... Mr. C. Russell. 
BRiTIsH HMPIRE............ Capt. E. Abraham. 
FRANCE! ja). a bie. PT Qdonaa M Capt. A. Portier. 
TPAD ed Sach ec hates ttre eee ee Capt. Rossi. 


Interpreter—M. Camerlynck 


The following were also present for the items in which they were concerned: 


AMERICA, UNITED STATES OF 
Dr. Scott. 

Mr. Gibson. 

Mr. A. Dulles. 


BritisH EMPire 

Rt. Hon. G. N. Barnes. 
Mr. C. J.'B. Hurst: 
Colonel Kisch, 

Mr. Hodgson. 


FRANCE rd ij 
M. J. Cambon. 
M. Colliard. 
M. Fromageot. 
M. Laroche, 
ITALY 
M. Ricci-Busatti. 
M. Stranieri, 
M. Brambilla. 
M. di Palma. 
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1. Mr. Batrour said that he wished to draw the attention of the 
Council to an urgent matter. He did not suggest the matter should 
be discusséd immediately, nor did he wish himself 
Aircraft Industry to make any statement on the subject. He wished to 
hand in a document which he had himself received on 
the previous day from General Seely.1. This document gave an alarm- 
ing account of the development of aircraft industry in Germany. 
Internal civil aviation was being developed on an immense scale and 
German companies were buying up old army aeroplanes. The first 
difficulty which arose in this connection was whether those aeroplanes 
belonged to the Allies or to the purchasing companies. ‘There was 
the additional risk that under the guise of civil aviation Germany was 
merely creating a strong offensive force, more especially as civil avia- 
tion was being heavily subsidised by the Government.’ He suggested 
that the French General Staff should study this matter and in the 
hope that this would be done, he begged to hand the document to the 
Chairman. (Appendix “A”.) It was also worth noticing that Ger- 
man aircraft industry had already obtained a footing in neutral mar- 
kets and it was certain that the foundation of German air power was 
the development of the aircraft industry. It appeared that the best 
military brains of Germany were being employed in the construction 
of aeroplanes. % 
M. Cremenceav said that he would have the matter examined by 
the French General Staff. . 
(It was agreed that the question of aircraft construction in Ger- 
many should be reported on by Allied experts, and en brought up 
before the Council.) 
2. (The Members of the Drafting Committee entered the room.) 
Mr. Horst read the draft contained as Appendix “B”. 
M. Cremenceav said that he had one observation 
Reply to Note of | to make.’ In the proposals made on the previous day, 


German Delegarce it had been suggested that the German Government 


G1 of the German should ’be given 15 days to obtain from the Legislative 
Assembly a repudiation of the Articles infringing the 
conditions of the Treaty. He did not lay any particular stress on 
the period of 15 days, but he ‘thought some fixed period should be 
laid down. “If the German Delegation protested that the period 
allowed them as too short, and asked for an extension, he would 
‘agree to it, but he did ‘not: think - it proper to leave it to them to 
estimate the period themselves. ° 
Mr. Hurst asked whether M. Clemenceau referred to a period for 


‘the signature of the instrument itself. 


1Maj. Gen. J. B. B. Seely, British Under eetatney of State for the Royal Air 
Force. 
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M. Cremenceav said that he referred to the ratification of the in- 
strument by the German National Assembly. 

Mr. Batrour observed that the German Government was asked to 
undertake and present the instrument to the Assembly at its next 
Meeting. 

M. CLEmMENcgaU said that he would prefer, instead of the words 
“when it next assembles”, to say “within 15 days after the coming into 
force of the Treaty”, that was to say, upon ratification by three of 
the Great Powers. 

Mr. Poxx asked how soon the German Delegation was to sign the 
proposed declaration. 

(It was decided to introduce into the text, the word “forthwith” in 
this. connection.) 

M. Ciemenceav observed that the German Delegation must have 
time, if they required it, to telegraph to Berlin. He also informed his 
colleagues of a telegram received that morning to the effect that the 
National Assembly was being summoned at Weimar to reconsider 
the provisions of the Constitution complained of. This was not offi- 
cial news, but informal information he had received. 

(After a few slight verbal alterations, the draft reply and declara- 
tion as contained in Appendix “B”, were accepted.) 

3. (The Members of the Commissions on Polish and Czecho-Slovak 
Affairs entered the Room.) 
ueeaece M. Campon said that in accordance with the direc- 
qeschen tions of the Council on the previous day, the two 
Commissions had met.in the afternoon. The majority maintained 
their original opinions. He then read and explained the report of 
the Meeting contained in Appendix “C”. 

Mr. Batrour said that he feared the result of the plebiscite in 
Teschen would be to deprive Czecho-Slovakia not of 40% of the coal, 
but of 100%. The territory was Polish and the Commission had at- 
tributed it to Czecho-Slovakia, because of the railway running 
through it connecting Bohemia and Slovakia. This railway would 
almost certainly become Polish property. Surely this was far more 
contrary to the interest of the Czecho-Slovaks than anything the 
Commission had proposed. Nevertheless, as M. Benes appeared to 
accept a plebiscite, it must be assumed that he knew his own business 
best. 

M. Campon said that neither M. Benes nor M. Dmowski could be 
brought to accept either of the lines suggested in the Commission. 
Both, however, agreed to accept the plebiscite. 

M. Scrarosa said that it was impossible for the Council to refuse 
the plebiscite if both claimants agreed to it. 
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(It was then agreed that a plebiscite should be held in the Duchy 
of Teschen and in the districts of Spisz and Orava in accordance with 
the proposals of the Joint Commissions (Appendix “C”.) The de- 
tailed organization of this plebiscite was referred for examination and 
report to the Joint Commission.) 

4, (At this point, the members of the Labour Commission entered 
the room.) 

iP M. CiemMENczEaU said that, on the previous day, he 
German @ Austrian had come to an agreement with Mr. Barnes. It had 
Labour Congress been agreed that the Congress should be left free to 
ey invite the attendance of the German and Austrian 
Delegates or not. As it was practically a foregone conclusion that the 
Congress would invite them to attend, the French Government would 
facilitate the granting of passports in anticipation to the Germans 
or Austrians, who might be delegated to go to Washington. 

Mr. Barnzs said that he had received information that President 
Wilson was willing to invite the German and Austrian Delegates to 
Washington. 

Mr. Porx said that this was not quite correct. The President said 
that he was willing that the Labour Congress should decide whether or 
not the German and Austrian Delegates should be admitted. He, him- 
self, as Head of the American Delegation, had undertaken that no 
passport difficulties would be made on the American side, to prevent 
the Germans and Austrians from going to Washington, in the hope of 
being admitted to the Labour Congress. 

Mr. Barnes said that he was not sure that these arrangements would 
be satisfactory to the Germans and Austrians. 

M. Crzmenczav said that they should take what was being done as a 
sign of goodwill. He was himself making a step in the direction of 
conciliation, since, in the Council of Four, he had decided adversely? 
Now that Peace was signed, he was ready to yield to some extent. He 
had been assured by the French Labour Representatives that they 
would be satisfied with the very thing he was now offering. 

M. Sctarosa said that Italian labour opinion required an implicit 
invitation to the Germans and Austrians. Otherwise, Italian working 
men would not attend the Congress. There were two distinct questions 
involved. The first was admission to the Congress and the second was 
admission to the International Organisation of Labour. As to the 
second, it must be left to the Congress to decide and each State could 
give its representatives instructions. The first, however, which in- 
volved the right to be heard in the Congress, could only be decided by 
the Council. 


* CF-16, minute 14, vol. v, p. 681. 
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M. Cremenceav said that nothing would ever prevail upon him to 
extend an invitation on behalf of the Council to German and Austrian 
Delegates to attend, the Labour Congress. He would not submit to 
pressure from Italian socialism, which had been consistently against 
the war and pro-German. 

Mr. Barnes observed that the Council had already decided that 
Germany would be admitted to the second meeting of the Labour 
Congress. Consequently, Germany would, ipso facto, be let into 
the International Labour Organisation. . 

M. Ciemenceav said that that was no doubt the case. What. he 
refused to do was to invite them, in the name of the Council, to attend 
the Congress at Washington. He was prepared to leave the question 
to the Congress. _ 

Mr. Batrour said that he was of the same opinion, but he would 
ask Mr. Barnes whether the abstention of the Italian Socialists would 
have any effect on Labour Organisations in other countries. 

Mr. Barnes said that it would have a certain effect, He had tried 
to anticipate it by telling British Labour Organisations that the ad- 
mission of the Germans and Austrians depended upon the representa- 
tion of Labour and Socialism in the Congress.. This would be an 
inducement: to Labour and Socialist representatives to attend the 
Congress. . 

Mr, Porx said that he did not think the question was one the Council 
should decide. 

M. Sctatoga said that he was not a defender of the Socialists. There 
were in Italy, as in other countries, moderate and extreme Socialists. 
The Italian Government wished to support the former rather than the 
latter. He thought that public opinion shouldbe made to feel that 
the Council was not opposing moderate demands. 

M. Ciemenceav said that the Congress would almost certainly invite 
the Germans and Austrians to attend, and he would himself state in 
the Chamber of Deputies that, the decision taken was taken in a 
conciliatory spirit. 

(It was decided that the question of the admission of German and 
Austrian Delegates to the forthcoming Labour Congress at. Washing- 
ton should be left to the decision of that Congress, In the meantime, 
the Allied and Associated Governments would put no obstacles in the 
way of German or Austrian Delegates desirous of proceeding to Wash- 
ington, in anticipation of a decision in their favour.) 

5. Mr. Barnes said that confirmation by the Council was asked for 
a resolution passed by the Labour Committee on the 4th June, 1919, 
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(See Appendix “B”, to H. D. 41%). In spite of a 
tees decision taken some two or three months earlier, the 
Allied Workpeople principle embodied in this resolution had not found a 


Admitted to Enemy 

ae een nia place in the Treaty with Austria. The Italian Dele- 
gation had therefore suggested that a resolution be 

adopted by the Labour Commission. The resolution had been taken 

and it was hoped that the Council would endorse it. 

Mr. Potx said that, as the proposal involved questions of law, 
he was not prepared to state off-hand the attitude of the American 
Delegation. 

M. Cremenceav said that German workmen at present engaged to 
work on the devastated districts of France, brought with them their 
own rights and privileges. 

Mr. Batrour asked whether foreign workmen going to England 
were also to have their own rights. 

Mr. Barnes said that the case did not arise in England, as a foreign 
workman was granted British rights even to the extent, after a certain 
period, of receiving a share in the National Health and Unemploy- 
ment Insurances and Old Age Pensions. 

Mr. Potx said that he could not, for the time being, express an 
opinion, but he had no objection to the principle. 

Mr. Barnes observed that it was only the principle of reciprocity 
that was involved. It did not become binding on any given State, 
unless that State made individual agreements with another State. 

M. Cremenceav said that he was ready to vote the resolution. 

(Subject to an announcement, at a future date, of the views of 
the American Delegation, the resolution passed by the Labour Com- 
mittee on June 4th (See Appendix “B”, H. D. 41,) was accepted as a 
general principle of the Conference.) 

6. M. Dutasta said that the Drafting Committee requested instruc- 
tions as to the language in which the Air Convention should be 

drafted. Should it be, like previous Conventions, in 
alg een French, English and Italian, the French text prevail- 

ing in case of divergence, or in French and English, 
each having equal authority, as in the case of the Conventions signed 
at Versailles? 

M. Scratosa said that, as the Convention was very important for 
Italy, he desired an Italian text. 

(After some discussion, it was decided that the Air Convention 
should be drawn up in English, French and Italian, the text in the 
two former languages having equal authority.) 


2 Vol. vir, p. 963. 
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7. After some discussion, it was agreed :— 
That the Bulgarian Delegation should be invited to receive the 
Treaty in the Salle de L’Horloge, at the Quai d’Orsay, 


Tresentation of | and that the Greek and Roumanian observations just 
e Treaty to : : é 

the Brlaarion received should be discussed at the next meeting of 
elegation 


the Council. 
8. M. Ciemenceav said that he had received a letter from M. 
Signature of the EF achitch (Appendix “D”) stating that as the Gov- 


ty Reamiontttves' ernment had resigned, the Delegation was bound to 
by Representatives 


te 5 : ie 
of the Serbs, Croats Wait for authority before signing the Treaty of Peace 
anf Blovenes with the Austrian Republic. 


9. Mr. Pork drew attention to a telegram received from Budapest 
(see Appendix “E”). 
M. Cremenceav said that he was not at all dis- 


Instructions to 


tegen Sed posed to offer the Hungarian Government financial 
Budapest credits, nor was he prepared to see the Government of 


the country handed over to the Allied Generals at Budapest. He 
agreed, however, that it was desirable to send the Mission instructions. 

It was decided that the question of sending further instructions 
to the Inter-Allied Mission at Budapest should be placed on the 
Agenda. 

Mr. Poix observed that Roumanians were under the impression 
that the United States alone, among the Allied and Associated 
Powers, raised objections against their conduct in Hungary. This 
impression had not been set right by Allied representatives on the 
spot. It was desirable that the Roumanian Government should be 
informed that the Council had acted only upon information received 
from the Inter-Allied representatives. 

M. Prcon observed that as M. Clemenceau signed all the tele- 
grams sent in the name of the Council, France was incurring a 
great deal of unpopularity in Bucharest, where it was supposed 
that France was particularly antagonistic to Roumanian ambitions, 
It had therefore been pointed out to the Roumanian Government 
that these telegrams emanated from the Council of the Five Prin- 
cipal Allied and Associated Powers and not from M. Clemenceau 
as French Prime Minister. 

Mr. Pox said that he thought it; was the people on the spot who 
had created the impression that America alone was responsible for 
Roumanian troubles. 

The Meeting then adjourned. 


Horer Astorra, Parts, September 11, 1919. 
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[Brigadier-General P. R. C0. Groves, Aviation Adviser, British Dele- 
gation, to the Under Secretary of State for the Royal Air Force 
(Seely) ] 

Copy. AS/C/595 

BririsH DELEGATION, 
Parts, 10 September, 1919. 


Dear GENERAL: The attached letter to General Masterman* from 
the German Aviation authorities contains the information you asked 
me to let you have regarding the German proposals to start civil 
aviation with war machines. The proposals may be summarised as 
follows :— 

Six aerial post lines to be started from Cologne. The estimated 
number of aeroplanes required for one of these lines, viz., Cologne 
to Berlin, is 170. The Company has already bought 140 aeroplanes 
and other aircraft material from the German Government. It is 
claimed that these aircraft are exempt from delivery to the Allies 
as they are new and have never been used for warlike purposes. 

As regards the above proposals, the six aerial post lines are, of 
course, capable of indefinite expansion. The estimated number of 
aeroplanes required for the Cologne-Berlin line, viz. 170, includes 
one-third for repair. This percentage for repair is insufficient, and 
the total number required would be at least 200. There would, of 
course, be no limit to the reserve which could be built up, and it is 
highly probable that several thousand aeroplanes would be required 
for the efficient working of these routes. 

The 140 aeroplanes which the Company has bought from the Ger- 
man Government are the property of the Allies, as under the Air 
Clauses Germany is required to surrender all her naval and military 
aircraft, and these machines are all of military types. 

The whole question, I think, hinges upon this point, namely, the 
type. So far as our information goes, Germany has not produced any 
distinctly civil types of aeroplanes since the Armistice. A Gotha 
which has been built since the Armistice, and has not been fitted with 
bomb-racks is, nevertheless, a Gotha, and could be adapted for war 
uses within 24 hours. 

Although the Germans have consulted us with regard to the scheme 
outlined in the attached letter, they have already started civil avia- 
tion on a somewhat extensive basis, and there appears to be no doubt 
that the machines employed are converted war machines. 

Furthermore, Germany has, as you are aware, carried out a whole- 
sale exportation of her aircraft to neutral Powers, and this exportation 


‘President of the Inter-Allied Aeronautical Commission of Control. 
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is still in progress despite various remonstrances which have been made 
by the Armistice Commission and latterly by Marshal Foch, acting 
under instructions of the Supreme Council. 

Owing to the delay in the ratification of the Treaty, the Air Clauses 
have already been to a large extent circumvented, and if Germany is 
permitted to regard a military machine adapted to civil purposes as 
a civil machine, the Air Clauses of the Peace Treaty will have little 
value. 

A survey of the whole aeronautical position in Germany at the 
‘present moment would be lengthy, and in many respects incomplete, 
owing to lack of sufficient data, but I think there is sufficient informa- 
tion to warrant the following conclusions:— 

(1) That civil aviation in Germany is being heavily subsidised. 

(2) That the German aircraft industry, aided by the German Gov- 
ernment, has attained considerable footing in neutral markets. It is 
to be remembered that Germany’s aircraft industry is the foundation 
of her air power. 


(3) That the military brain of Germany intends to develop German 
air power under camouflage of civil aviation. 


As regards (8), I do not think this can be prevented, as the Supreme 
Council was not willing to adopt the measures recommended for its 
prevention by the Advisory Aeronautical Commission. But I think 
that it is possible to delay the development of German air power by 
enforcing the air clauses to the letter. In order that this shall be 
done, it will be necessary for the President of the Inter-Allied Aero- 
nautical Commission of Control, viz, General Masterman, to be given 
a free hand, and to receive strong support from the Supreme Council. 

Yours sincerely, P. R. C. Groves 


Major General The Rt. Hon. J. E. B. SEELY, 
Ci. Bs CaM Ga, etdsiorr 
Under Secretary of State for the foyal Air Force. 


[Enclosure] 
Copy 
Memorial About the Opening Up of an Aerial Post Service Between 
Cologne, Hanover and Berlin 


The German “Flugverkerr-Aktiengesellschaft” has obtained the 
approval of the German Government to establish an aerial post service 
on 6 lines. The same are :— 


From Cologne to Berlin. 
“Cologne “ Hamburg. 
Cologne “ Breslau. 
Cologne “ Munich. 
“Cologne “ Stuttgart. 
“Cologne “ Bale. . 


6 
6 
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For this purpose the Flugverkerr-Aktiengesellschaft has bought in 
Germany from the German Government the following unused aero- 
plane material :— 


60 L. V. G. Cells. Type C. VI. 

30 “ Aeroplanes “~ G VI with Bz. IV ue. 
100 F. D. H. ‘ ET OVEL 218% OS hitter 

10 F.D.H. as Si de Co kbinacod) ‘ditto, 


200 Motors Bz. IV ue. 


In accordance with paragraph 202 of the Peace Treaty, these ma- 
chines are exempted from delivery because, being perfectly new, they 
were never used during the war for warlike purposes and they are not 
destined for warlike purposes, because the Army is demobilized. 

If the flying service is to be established in the near future, it is 
necessary that the Allies confirm the release of this aeroplane material. 

In the first place it is intended only to open up the line Cologne- 
Hanover—Berlin. The connections by rail and post are unreliable on 
account of the general condition; but the linking up of the most 
important places in the occupied and unoccupied territory is for the 
German authorities of the greatest interest. At the same time it is 
intended to carry not only the German post but also the post of the 
occupation authorities. 

It is intended to organize the aerial post service Cologne-Hanover- 
Berlin as follows :— 


1. 17 intermediate stations are to be established on the line Cologne- 
Hanover-Berlin. Every intermediate station has at the disposal aero- 
planes as well as motor cars, in order to be able to continue an inter- 
rupted flight without loss of time for the postal service. 

2. In the first place the orientation of the aeroplanes takes place by 
land orientation; by installing the sending off and receiving appa- 
ratuses in the aeroplanes and by erecting arrow stations, it will by 
Spring be possible to direct the aeroplanes automatically by means of 
wireless telegraphy. 

3. The following aeroplane material is needed for the line Cologne— 
Hanover—Berlin :— 


17 Stations each with 2aeroplanes..... = 34 aeroplanes. 
3 Principal stations each with 15 aero- 
TGRSIOR rc coy 72 ae a) er erg 4 ge tee nee = 45 ts 


For every day service 2 times 12 aeroplanes 
= 94 aeroplanes to be changed from day 


tohdayris insidiliwe. e behizosy ATT alsin. 48 a 
DSta laersaye apt caeipe ee Pemel oh Fe ok ahaa 127 aeroplanes. 


The least to be considered as being in repair is one-third, therefore 
170 aeroplanes would be required. This great number of aeroplanes is 
necessary in order to make it possible to provide every intermediate 
station accordingly, and in order to be able to dispose of the necessary 
reserve machines. 
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4. The postal service will be arranged in such a way that the line 
will in each direction be covered 12 times per day. It is of the utmost 
interest that the line Cologne-Hanover—Berlin is opened up as early 
as possible. After release of the aeroplanes by the Allies the aerial 
post service will be started 4 weeks after its approval. 


In order to be able jto examine the correctness of the Company’s 
statement about the material at disposal, and in order to keep control 
that the aeroplanes have all been rendered useless for any military 
purposes, it is suggested that the Allies appoint a control Officer 
at the expense of the Flugverkerr-Aktiengesellschaft. 

ScHwink, Captain. 
German General Staff Officer, 
Bridgehead, Cologne. 
Coxoene, 30 August, 1919. 


Appendix B to HD-52 


[Reply to the Note of the German Delegation Relating to Article 61 
of the German Constitution] 


By their Note of September 2nd,° the Allied and Associated Powers 
have brought to the notice of the German Government a clause in 
the new German Constitution respecting German relations with 
Austria which is in direct contradiction with the provisions of the 
Treaty of Peace relating to the same subject. 

The German Government by its Note of September 5th, reply that 
no article whatever be its plain grammatical meaning can really be 
in contradiction with the Treaty of Peace, because there is another 
clause in the Constitution which says that nothing the Constitution 
contains can affect the Treaty. By this ingenious device the German 
Constitution could eventually be so amended as formally to contra- 
dict every provision which the Treaty of Peace contains. It might 
for example, enact that a German Army of several million men was 
to be maintained by conscription; and when the Allied and Asso- 
ciated Powers pointed out that this was not in conformity with the 
Treaty which narrowly limited the German Army and forbade con- 
scription, the German Government could reply that if so, the Con- 
stitution itself in Article 178 provided a sufficient remedy for the 
evil by laying it down that nothing in the Treaty could be affected by 
the Constitution. 

The above, one may say, is an imaginary case, but it is justified 
when one reads in Article 112 of the German Constitution, as at 





° Appendix A to HD-45, p. 62. 
* Appendix B to HD~49, p. 138. 
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present drafted, that no German nationals can be surrendered for 
trial before a foreign tribunal, when the Treaty stipulates in precise 
terms that certain persons charged with offences against the laws 
and customs of war are to be surrendered for trial before a foreign 
tribunal. 

According to the Germany reply, Article 178 was introduced in 
order to avoid “all possible contradictions between the provisions 
of the Constitution and the conditions of the Peace Treaty”. The 
intention is excellent if it relates to those doubtful and ‘accidental 
contradictions which the ingenuity of lawyers may detect in the 
language of two long and complicated documents. But, in this case 
it is not a question of doubtful and accidental contradictions. Those 
of which the Allied and Associated Powers make complaint are as- 
suredly open and manifest, and can be hardly other than deliberate. 
No one can believe that the framers of the German Constitution, 
when they inserted Article 61 and settled the terms of Article 112, 
were not aware that their wording was irreconcilable with the en- 
gagements into which Germany had solemnly entered only a few 
weeks before. 

This condition of things cannot be allowed to endure. 

The German Government itself admits and declares that if the 
Constitution and the Treaty clash, the Constitution must give way. 

In view of this admission, the Allied and Associated Powers call 
upon the German Government to place on record without further 
delay in the diplomatic instrument of which the text is enclosed 
herewith, the explanation which it has made to the Allied and 
Associated Powers in its answer of September 5th, 1919. This 
instrument must be signed at Versailles forthwith, by an authorised 
representative of the German Government, in the presence of repre- 
sentatives of the Principal Allied and Associated Powers, and must 
be duly approved by the competent German legislative authorities 
within 15 days of the coming into force of the Treaty of Peace. 


[Enclosure] 
Draft Declaration 


The undersigned, duly authorised and acting in the name of the 
German Government admits and declares that all the provisions of 
the German Constitution of August 11th, 1919, which are in contra- 
diction with the terms of the Treaty of Peace signed at Versailles 
on June 28, 1919, are null and void. 

The German Government admits and declares that the second 
paragraph of Article 61 of the said Constitution is therefore null 
and void, and in particular that Austrian representatives cannot be 
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admitted to the Reichsrat, except so far as the Council of the League 
of Nations in accordance with Article 80 of the Treaty of Peace 
should consent to such a change in the international status of Austria. 

The present Declaration will be approved by the competent. Ger- 
man legislative authority within 15 days of the coming into force of 
the Treaty of Peace. 

Done at Versailles the day of September 1919 in the presence 
of the undersigned representatives of the Principal Allied and Asso- 
ciated Powers. 





Annex C to HD-527 


Joint Report Presented to the Supreme Council by the Commission 
on Polish Affairs and the Commission on Czecho-Slovak Affairs on 
the Question of Teschen 


In fulfilment of the resolution taken by the Supreme Council on 
September 10,° the Commission on Polish Affairs and the Commission 
on Czecho-Slovak Affairs met on the afternoon of September 10th to 
re-examine the question of Teschen. As a result, they were obliged 
to recognise the impossibility of defining a frontier line between 
Czecho-Slovakia and Poland acceptable to all the Delegations. 

While the majority of the Commission (American, British, Italian 
and Japanese Delegations) declared that they still adhered to the 
conclusions of the Report of August 22nd,° the French Delegation 
proposed a fresh line which the majority found themselves unable 
to accept. 


Poseurs Report. (American, British, Italian and J apanese 
Delegations. ) 


The Supreme Council took exception to two points in the Report 
of August 22nd :— 

(a) it divides the Karwin coalfields between Poland and Czecho- 
Slovakia ; 


(0) it is less favourable to Czecho-Slovakia than was the Report of 
April 14th. 


As regards the first point, the majority of the Commission re- 
spectfully submits that this objection applies to several other frontiers 
which follow ethnical lines of division. The objection, moreover, is 
not a vital one, provided that the two nations concerned give proof 





"The English text filed under Paris Peace Conf. 181.213302/5 hag been substi- 
tuted for the French text which accompanies the minutes as annex C to HD-52. 

“HD-51, minute 3, p. 174. 

* Appendix C to HD-46, p. 87. 
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of their mutual goodwill with regard to the settlement of the economic 
interests involved. Examples may be found in the case of the follow- 
ing coalfields :— 


(1) The Franco-Belgian coalfield, which crosses the frontier be- 
tween Valenciennes and St. Ghislain. 

(2) The coal mines north of Aix-la-Chapelle, of which the chief 
mining area extends across the Dutch-German frontier. 


With regard to the objection to the fact that the Report of August 
22nd is less favourable to Czecho-Slovakia than the Report of April 
14th, the attention of the Supreme Council is respectfully drawn to 
- the following points :— 


(a) The Report of April 14th was not a unanimous Report. 

(6) The solution proposed in the Report of April 14th was not 
supported by the Interallied Commission at Teschen. 

(c) The Report of August 22nd is ethnographically much more 
favourable to Czecho-Slovakia than to Poland, in that the whole 
Czech population of the Duchy, except 10,400, is incorporated in 
Czecho-Slovakia, while 62,000 Poles are lost to Poland. 

(d) Since April 14th, the date of the first Report, the Treaty of 
Peace with Germany has been ratified by ed, The majority of 
the Commission believes that the Poles of the Duchy of Teschen, liv- 
ing as they do on the border of the territory over which Poland 
already exercises sovereign authority, will no longer be content to 
accept the solution which might have been imposed in April last. 

(e) Apart from the ethnographical results noted above, the pro- 
posed settlement assigns to Czecho-Slovakia the Jablunkau Pass rail- 
way, affording easy possibility of railway connection between. the 
Miahrisch-Ostrau mining basin and Slovakia. 

(f) As regards coal, it assigns to Czecho-Slovakia 60% of the coal 
basin of Teschen, and 69% of that portion of the basin which pro- 
duces coking coal. 


The majority of the Commissions find themselves unable to recom- 
mend a frontier alignment more favourable to Czecho-Slovakia than 
that of the Commissions’ Report of August 22nd, as any such recom- 
mendation would, in their opinion, involve grave injustice to Poland 
and lasting hostility between the two countries. 

In the Report of August 22nd, moreover, the joint Commissions 
unanimously asked that, should the frontier proposed by them be 
accepted, the task of determining the economic and railway conces- 
sions which Poland should, in justice, concede to the Czecho-Slovak 
State, should be entrusted to them; these concessions would be guar- 
anteed by a Treaty, the draft of which would be prepared by the 
Commissions. 

If the solution proposed by the Majority is, despite the foregoing 
information, still unacceptable to the Supreme Council, the Majority 
considers that the only manner of arriving at an alternative solution 
of the question is by a plebiscite. 


196 THE PARIS PEACE CONFERENCE, 1919, VOLUME VIII 


The general lines of such a plebiscite which is in principle accept- 
able to both parties, are indicated below. 


II.—Mrnoriry Report. (French Delegation.) 


The French Delegation considers that the frontier, as defined by 
the majority of the Commission, does not take moral considerations 
sufficiently into account; may leave lasting germs of discord between 
the Czecho-Slovaks and Poles, and consequently does not possess 
those characteristics which are essential to a definitive delimitation 
between two Allied countries; its adoption would therefore fail to 
give the guarantees desirable from the point of view of the mainte- 
nance of general peace. 

The French Delegation considers that these serious drawbacks 
would to a large extent be avoided if the frontier line proposed in the 
previous Report of the Commission were altered as follows:— 

(1). South of Teschen, in the Jablunkau district, the frontier 
would be carried more to the West so as to restore to Poland a fairly 
extensive stretch of land where the Polish element predominates, 
whilst leaving the Oderberg—Kaschau railway in Czecho-Slovak ter- 
ritory. The town of Teschen would be left to Poland. 

(2). North of Teschen the frontier would rejoin the Olsa; it would 
follow that stream until the neighbourhood of the Oderberg—Cracow 
line; it would then turn westward, the Oderberg—Cracow line remain- 
ing in Polish territory and the town of Deutschleuten being attributed 
to Czecho-Slovakia; following the railway line closely, the frontier 
would, south of Oderberg, rejoin the line proposed in the previous 


° 


Report of the Commission. 


The whole of the Karwin coalfield would thus be attributed to 
Czecho-Slovakia. 

It should be noted that the number of Poles living in the territory 
lying between the blue line (frontier proposed in the last report) and 
the red line (frontier proposed on April 14th) in the district north 
of Teschen does not exceed 70,000; the additional number of Poles 
who would be attributed to Czecho-Slovakia if the French line were 
adopted would obviously be much below that total. The short time 
allowed the Commission in which to present its Report has made it 
impossible to ascertain the exact number, from which, moreover, the 
number of Poles to be restored to Poland in the south would have 
to be deducted, in order to obtain an exact idea of the position of the 
Polish element. : . 

Failing the acceptance of this solution, and in view of the serious 
political results which it considers that the adoption of the line pro- 
posed in the Report,of August 22nd (blue line) must involve, the 
French Delegation is of opinion that the only solution calculated 


THE COUNCIL OF HEADS OF DELEGATIONS 197 


to restore peace would be the consultation of the population by means 
of a plebiscite; all parties would have to submit to the result of the 
voting. 

ITI.—Proposats OF THE COMMISSION 


In view of the fact that they are unable to recommend for the ap- 
proval of the Supreme Council a frontier line accepted by the Five 
Delegations, and being nevertheless desirous of conforming to the 
instructions received to submit to the Supreme Council proposals 
unanimously adopted by their members, the two Commissions, although 
fully aware of the drawbacks of a solution of the kind, have decided 
to recommend the Council to settle the question by recourse to a 
plebiscite, should the Supreme Council not feel able to accept either 
of the two lines proposed. When questioned by the Commission, 
Messrs. BeneS and Dmowski declared their readiness to submit to a 
decision of this kind. When a member of the Commission pointed 
out to Mr. Bene’ that the plebiscite might result in the establish- 
ment of a frontier less favourable to Czecho-Slovakia than that pro- 
posed by the Commission, the latter replied that even were an attempt 
made to impose the line of the Report. of August 22nd he would claim 
a plebiscite. 

The principle of a plebiscite being admitted by Czecho-Slovaks and 
Poles alike, and the results being accepted beforehand, it would be 
well to agree to it. 

The plebiscite would take place under the following conditions :— 


(a) it would include the whole of the Duchy of Teschen; 

(b) the voting would take place by communes with the least pos- 
sible delay; ; 

(c) the country would be occupied by Allied troops (one regiment 
of three battalions would apparently be sufficient; ay 

(d) the Duchy of Teschen would ‘be temporarily administered by 
an Interallied Commission. ; 

The latter Commission would define a frontier according to the 
results of the voting, and would submit, it. to the approval of the 
Conference. 

(ce) The Commission would have authority to propose to the Con- 
ference any draft economic agreement between Czecho-Slovakia and 
Poland that might be necessitated by the result of the voting. 

Tt should be noted in this connection that Mr. Dmowski today re- 
newed to the Commission the declaration which he had made at a 
previous meeting: “if Upper Silesia is attributed to her, Poland is 
ready to conclude with Czecho-Slovakia a anet which the 
latter may desire for the supply of the coal which she requires.” 

(7) Finally, it would seem expedient to satisfy the Czecho-Slovak 
claims for the extension of the plebiscite zone to the territories of 
Spisz and Orava. 
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If the Supreme Council approves uf the proposal which the Com- 
mission has the honour to submit, it will be necessary :— 

(1) to instruct the Commission to consider the method of pro- 
cedure for the plebiscite and to draw up draft regulations for that 
purpose; AP oe 

(2) to call upon it to define the district known as the “territories 
of Spisz and Orava”, which does not correspond to any definite ad- 


ministrative area. 
J. CAMBON, 


Chairman of the Commission. 
Parts, September 10, 1919. 


Annex D to HD-52 


[‘Translation “] 
DELEGATION OF THE 
KINGDOM OF THE SERBS, CROATS 
AND SLOVENES 
Paris, September 10, 1919. 
Mr. Presipent: Referring to my letter of this morning, I have the 
honor to inform Your Excellency that the Royal Government has 
just resigned, and that this delegation feels itself obliged, therefore, 
to await from the new Government the authorization to sign the 
treaty of peace with the Austrian Republic. 
Please accept [etc.] P. PacuitcH 


His Excellency M. Grorcrs CLEMENCEAU, 
President of the Peace Conference, 
Quai @ Orsay. 





Appendix E to HD-52 


Following is text of telegram (translation) sent by the Inter-Allied 
Mission at Budapest to the Supreme Council under date of Septem- 
ber 9th, 1919: 


“In a letter copy of which will be sent you by next mail, President 
Friedrich informs the Commission that his Government has the con- 
fidence of the greater part of the country but he lacks the necessary 
support from the Entente. 

That the Roumanian requisitions throw many workmen into idle- 
ness, compromising the next year’s harvesting—that the Roumanian 
occupation prevents the collection of taxes, elections, organization of 
armed force. 

He asks that the Entente furnish him financial credit. 


“Translation from the French supplied by the editors. 


THE COUNCIL OF HEADS OF DELEGATIONS 199 


He declares that if certain political parties are going to henceforth 
enjoy the support of the Entente and if the present Government is by 
this fact powerless to accomplish its duties, the Council of the Min- 
isters will transmit the power to the Commission of Four Generals. 
The Commission demands instructions from the Supreme Council 
and considers it their duty to emphasize the embarrassing situation 
in which they are placed by receiving no response to their preceding 
telegrams. Inter-Allied Military Mission.” 


Paris Peace Conf, 180.03501/53 HD-53 


Notes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers Held in M. Clemenceau’s Room at the War Office, Paris, 
on Monday, 15 September, 1919, at 10:30 a. m. 


Present 
UNITED STATES OF , 
AMERICA BriTisH EMPIRE FRANCE 
Hon. F. L. Polk. Rt. Hon. D. Lloyd M. Clemenceau. 
George, O. M., M. P. 
Secretary Secretary Secretary 
Mr. L. Harrison. Sir. M. Hankey, G. C. B. M. de St-Quentin. 
ITALy JAPAN 
M. Tittoni. M. Matsui. 
Secretary Secretary 
M. Paterno M. Kawai. 


Interpreter—M. Camerlynck 
The following were also present for the items in which they were concerned :— 


FRANCE 
M. Tardieu. 


Marshal Foch. 
General Weygand. 
1. M. Cuemenceav said he had received information that the Emir 
Feisal was due to arrive at Marseilles on the 16th instant, and he had 
given strict injunctions that the Emir Feisal was to 
Pore be taken straight through to London. The French 
Officer who was attached to him would leave him 
at Calais. 

Mr. Lioyp Gzorcr asked if M. Clemenceau would not like to see 
the Emir Feisal on his way through Paris? 

M. Cremenceav said he had understood that Mr. Lloyd George 
wished to see the Emir Feisal at once without his staying in Paris 
en route, and that was why he had given instructions. 

Mr. Luoyp Gzorcz said that there had been some misunderstanding. 
He had only asked M. Clemenceau to expedite the Emir Feisal’s 
journey because he had heard that there was a strike at Marseilles 
which might delay him. He had not the smallest objection to his 
staying in Paris on his way, and he would be very glad if the Emir 
saw M. Clemenceau. He said that he, himself, had received a tele- 
gram from Port Said to the effect that the Emir Feisal had sailed 

200 
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on Saturday, and that it was believed he had gone to Malta in H. M. S. 
Speedy, but he was not certain as to whether it was the Speedy ior a 
French ship. 

M. Ciemenceav stated that he had no information in this regard 
and added that in accordance with the orders already issued, Emir 
Feisal would proceed to Calais. M. Clemenceau then drew attention 
to the Agenda which had been circulated. 

2. M. CremEncEav said that the first question on the Agenda) was 
the Conditions of Peace with Bulgaria. This, however, could not be 

dealt with until M. Tardieu was present. 
a (A message was sent to M. Tardieu, asking him 
to attend.) . 

3. (The Conference had before them a telegram from the Inter- 
Allied Military Mission at Budapest, referring to the interference 
olbry they were meeting with from the Roumanian Author- 
Instructions From ities, insisting on the embarrassing situation in which 
Military Mission they were placed, and asking for instructions as to 

what action they were to take (Appendix “A”’).) 

This was read by the Interpreter in English. 

M. Ciemenceav said that if his recollection was correct, the four 
Generals had been sent to Budapest in order to find out what was going 
on there. They had nothing to do with the'form of Government 
in Hungary. They had received written instructions,! and this was 
a matter which could be easily ascertained. So far as he could remem- 
ber, however, the questions now raised by the Generals had no rela- 
tion to their original instructions, and he thought they called for no 
answer. 

Mr. Luoyp Georce asked how it was possible to deal with the Rou- 
manians until a despatch was received from Sir George Clerk, who 
had been sent to Bucharest. He himself was inclined to suspect. the 
Roumanians of delaying Sir George Clerk’s telegrams. 

M. Ciemenceav said that the only information he had received 
about Sir George Clerk was that he would like to get back home. He 
understood, however, that the Roumanians were taking matters into 
their own handel in Hungary. 

Mr. Lioyp Grorer said that according to the information he san 
received that morning, the gat ecisls were looting the telephone 
receivers out of private houses. The Mission had actually seized 
4,000 private telephone receivers. 

Mr. Potx said he had received a telegram to the effect that the 
Hungarians apprehended that the intention of the Roumanians was 
to leave Hungary suddenly in order to create such a situation as would 


1 Appendix B to HD-24, vol. vu, p. 542, 
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necessitate a speedy return. They had sent a detachment to guard 
the Depot of Stores left behind by Mackensen. The American Gen- 
eral at Budapest reported that his personal relations with the Rou- 
manian authorities had improved. 

M. Cremenceav said he did not see how the Allies could send a 
reply to the Commission’s telegram. 

Mr. Luoyp Grorcs said they could not send a reply till they received 
Sir George Clerk’s report. 

Mr. Potx suggested that the question as to what could be done for 
the provision of some forces for the maintenance of order in Hungary 
should be referred to the Military Representatives at Versailles, in 
order, if the Roumanians withdrew, to prevent the re-establishment 
of Bolshevism in Hungary. 

Mr. Lioyp George said it was not the concern of the Allies what 
action was taken in Hungary to prevent Bolshevism. That was the 
task of the Hungarians themselves. Each nation ought to deal with 
its own problem in this respect. 

Mr. Potx said that the Allies had a certain responsibility in the 
matter. The Hungarians had not been permitted to form a gendar- 
merie, hence, if the Roumanians withdrew in a spirit of spite, the 
Allies could not divest themselves of all responsibility for what hap- 
pened in Hungary. If not Versailles, someone else ought to consider 
this problem. 

M. Trrront said that he did not think the Allies ought to interfere 
in the internal affairs of Hungary, but they had an interest in se- 
curing a stable government. He suggested the desirability that the 
Allied Mission of Generals, who appeared to be popular in Hungary, 
without undue interference, should exercise their moral influence to 
assist in the formation of a coalition government and of a local 
gendarmerie. 

Mr. Liroyp Grorcz at this point intervened to say that he was only 
in Paris for one day. He had not had an opportunity to study the 
questions on the Agenda paper, and did not feel competent to deal 
with them. Mr. Balfour had left behind him people who were com- 
petent to discuss these matters, for example, Sir Eyre Crowe. He 
thought that the Agenda should be left for these persons to clear up. 
He himself could render little assistance in these questions. On the 
other hand, there were two or three matters which he desired to dis- 
cuss. He would be very grateful if his colleagues would agree to 
postpone the Agenda, and to discuss certain questions that he wished 
to raise. As a matter of personal convenience, he asked them to do 
this. 

M. Cremencnav asked if there was any objection. 

Mr. Poxk said that he would like to be in a position to hand the 
Bulgarians their Treaty to-morrow. 
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M. CieMENcEAU said it would be desirable to do this, but that the 
rest of the Agenda might be postponed. 

4. Mr. Luoyp Gerorce said that the first question he wished to 
raise was that of the future of the Conference. It was impossible 

for the Conference to continue in perpetuity govern- 
eaters ote. ing Europe. The British Government had a special 

difficulty in the matter. Mr. Balfour could not 
remain any longer. Lord Milner would shortly be going to Egypt. 
Lord Curzon was incessantly engaged at the British Foreign Of- 
fice, where there was a great deal to do, and Mr. Bonar Law had 
the House of Commons to look after. He could not find any Min- 
ister whom he could spare, who would be able to speak the mind of 
the British Government on questions of policy. There were one 
or two large questions which the Conference ought to clear up. After 
that, they would only have to deal with the Treaty with Turkey. 
He feared that this could not be settled finally for some months. At 
present the Conference was held up in the matter until President 
Wilson was able to declare the position of America in regard to 
Mandates. Until he did so, what useful purpose could be served by 
discussing the Treaty with Turkey? He did not know when we 
should be in a position to discuss it, but, in his view, it might not 
be until the end of November. 

Mr. Poxx interjected that he thought the American position would 
be cleared up by the end of October. A Resolution had already been 
tabled in Congress in regard to the Armenian Mandate. 

(At this point M. Tardieu entered, and explained that the Com- 
mission over which he presided was not yet quite ready to discuss 
questions raised by the Greek and Roumanian Delegations in regard 
to the Conditions of Peace with Bulgaria. 

Consequently, M. Clemenceau decided that the whole of the Agenda 
should be remitted until the following day. 

M., Tardieu withdrew. 

The discussion on the future of the Conference was then 
continued.) 

Mr. Lioyp Grorce said he thought that Mr. Polk was rather 
sanguine. President Wilson had hoped that he would be able to 
announce the American position on Mandates in August or Septem- 
ber. He felt, therefore, that the Conference could not found its 
procedure on the assumption that the American position in regard 

to Turkish mandates would be cleared by October. In 
eae any case the Conference would have to be reconsti- 
tuted in November or later for the consideration of the Turkish 
Treaty. He did not think the Conference could be kept in continu- 
ous session until then. 
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Secondly, what was now important: was to make provisional ar- 
rangements as regards the garrisons to be maintained in Turkey, 
and he would refer to this question later. 

In addition, there was the question of Russia. In 
regard to this, he had two questions to raise. The 
first was as to whether M. Paderewski should be encouraged in the 
project he had formed for sending 500,000 men to Moscow. He 
himself had spent two hours with M. Paderewski on the previous 
day. M. Paderewski’s attitude had been perfectly reasonable. He 
had said that if the Allied and Associated Powers wished the Poles 
to advance on Moscow, he was prepared to do it. The cost, how- 
ever, would amount to Marks 30,000,000. a day. Later, he had said 
he could do it for £600,000 sterling a day, but this would really mean 
£1,000,000 sterling a day. Who would be willing to pay this? In addi- 
tion to the sum required for maintaining the Poles, Denikin had 
another 500,000 men. Would these also have to be paid for, and if so, 
by whom ? 

The second question in regard to Russia arose in connection with 
the Baltic Provinces. As far as he could gather, Esthonia wanted 
independence, and did not much mind about Bolshevism. Appar- 
ently, they were at present contemplating discussing peace with the 
Bolshevists. As regards Latvia and Lithuania, however, the Ger- 
mans had been ordered by the Allies to quit, and had not moved. 
One set of people said that the Germans were a great force with 
which to meet Bolshevism. M. Paderewski, however, had said that 
to utilise the Germans was playing with fire. If Germans were 
employed, they would assuredly get hold of Russia. He himself 
did not feel sure that the Allied representatives in the Baltic Proy- 
inces, who included a British General, were sufficiently alive to the 
danger of using the Germans against the Bolshevists. Hence, two 
problems arose :— 


(b) Russia 


(1) Were any further steps to be taken for supplying arms and 
money to the anti-Bolshevist forces in Russia, and 
(2) Were the Allies to use the Germans against the Bolshevists? 


In regard to the second point, if the Allies were not. prepared to 
use the Germans, they ought to tell them to clear out. M. Paderew- 
ski’s information was that the Germans had hundreds of thousands 
cf men in the Baltic Provinces. They were constantly sending them 
officers and N. C. O’s. M. Paderewski also said that the German 
War Office was equipping those troops. His (Mr. Lloyd George’s) 
view was that the Germans ought to be cleared out. 

M. Cremencrav interjected that he was in full agreement. 

Mr. Luoyp Gzorce continuing, said that he was -anti-Bolshevist, 
but he did not want it to be the Germans who cleared the Bolshevists 
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out. He also said that the Germans were giving land to German 
soldiers in the Baltic provinces and attracting volunteers there in 
large numbers by these means. Hence, he would ask the Conference 
to decide that the Germans should be cleared out of the Baltic prov- 
inces. He believed they had a right to do so. | 

M. Cremenceav said that they had not the right until the Treaty. 
was signed. 

Mr. Luoyp George said they had a right under the Armistice. 

M. Ciemenceav said that this could easily be ascertained. 

Mr. Lioyp Grorcs said that another question that 
(c) Adriatic the Conference ought to clear up was the situation 
in the Adriatic. 

M. Ciemenceav said that he and M. Tittoni were quite ready to 

discuss this, and would have a proposal to make. 
<2) Leteue of Mr. Luoyp Grorce said yet another question was 
the first meeting of the League of Nations. 

Finally he wished to raise the question of the trial of the ex- 

Kaiser and of the German Officers, for he felt that 
(e) Trial of ex- the Allies ought to be in a position to take action 
immediately the Treaty was ratified. 

5. Mr. Luoyp Gxorce said that as regards Turkey it was impos- 
sible at the present moment to discuss the question of mandates. All 

that could be discussed usefully was the arrange- 
Syria and Cilicia’ = ments for the military occupation of the various 

spheres. He had discussed this matter with M. 
Clemenceau on Saturday, September 13th, and had handed to him an 
Aide Memoire, which he would now place before the Conference. 
(Appendix “B”.) 

(The Azde Memoire was handed round.) 

Mr. Lioyp Grorcz then gave a summary of what was contained in 
the Aide Memoire. He referred first to the final paragraph, in which 
it is stated, that the French Government having accepted responsi- 
bility: for the protection of the Armenian people, the British Gov- 
ernment will consent to the immediate despatch of French troops via 
Alexandretta and Mersina, for this purpose. Field Marshal Allenby 
had seen General Weygand on this subject on Saturday. The with- 
drawal of British troops from Cilicia was to take place immediately. 
The British troops would also be withdrawn from Syria, beginning 
on November ist. Under the Sykes-Picot Agreement,* Damascus, 
Homs, Hama and Aleppo had been included within the boundaries 
of the Arab State. He therefore, proposed that the British troops 
should hand the garrisons of these towns over to the Emir Feisal. In 


2? Agreement between Great Britain and France, May 9-16, 1916, Current 
History, vol. xt, pt. u, No. 3 (March 1920), p. 499. 
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other parts of Syria, west of the Sykes-Picot line, the garrisons would 
be handed over to French troops. In the first instance, British troops 
would be withdrawn to the line which the British Government con- 
ceived to be the boundary between Syria and Mesopotamia, and Syria 
and Palestine respectively. This would be the provisional boundary 
line. As regards the permanent line, if the British could not come 
to an agreement with the French Government and with Feisal, they 
were prepared to submit the question to the arbitration of someone 
nominated by President Wilson, if the President would accept this 
charge. The Aide Memoire also contained an arrangement as regards 
a railway outside the British zone, but this was a matter which would 
have to be settled as part of the permanent arrangements. 

He had taken on himself the responsibility of sending for the 
Emir Feisal to Europe, because the British Government had entered 
into certain engagements with King Hussein, on the strength of 
which, the latter had given strong support to our forces. In con- 
sequence of these engagements, the Arabs had greatly harassed the 
Turks, and had kept some thirty or forty thousand of them constantly 
occupied and given us very material assistance in conquering the 
country. The Arabs had fulfilled their engagements and we were 
bound to fulfil ours. There was a suggestion in the French press, 
that the British Government had not told the French Government of 
their engagements with the Arabs. Consequently, he had promised 
M. Clemenceau on Saturday to hand him a document clearing up this 
point. 

(At this point, Mr. Lloyd George handed M. Clemenceau a docu- 
ment, prepared in the British Foreign Office, on the question of 
whether the French Government had been notified of the engage- 
ments made by the British Government with King Hussein.) 

Mr. Lloyd George, continuing, said that the Sykes-Picot agree- 
ment had also been based on the engagements of the British Govern- 
ment with the Arabs. In fact, the Emir Feisal declared that by the 
Sykes-Picot Agreement, the British Government had given away 
something which was promised to him, but the British Government 
could not accept this view, and felt certain they could convince the 
Emir Feisal on the matter. In their communications with King 
Hussein, they had always made it clear that in their view, the coun- 
try west of Damascus, Homs, Hama, and Aleppo was not Arab in 
character. He hoped to be able to make it clear to the Emir Feisal 
that this point had been explained fully to the Emir’s father in the 
letters sent to him by the British Government. In any case, it had 
been necessary to summon the Emir Feisal to Europe, in order to 
make the same declaration to him as to the French Government, as 
regards the withdrawal of the British forces. 
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M. Cremenceav said that the solution of the Turkish problem must 
be considered as a whole, otherwise great difficulties would be en- 
countered. On the first point mentioned by Mr. Lloyd George, Presi- 
dent Wilson had always thought he would be ready to announce the 
American attitude as regards mandates by the end of September or 
in October. In his personal opinion, however, a matter of six weeks 
would make no material difference. He, himself, had read Mr. Lloyd 
George’s Aide Memoire and was preparing a reply. He had, how- 
ever, of course, not yet had time to read the document handed to him 
that morning, in regard to the declaration to the Arabs and the noti- 
fication to the French Government thereon. In his view, the question 
of an Arab Empire raised great difficulties, and the Governments 
concerned must take time to consider it. He desired to state that he 
reserved the right to discuss more fully Mr. Lloyd George’s Aide 
Memoire. The pressing question today, on which he wished to have 
an answer from Mr. Lloyd George, was as to whether the occupation 
by French troops of Syria and Cilicia would be considered as not 
merely as part of the agreement suggested in the Aide Memoire, but as 
a definite acceptation of the agreement. It would not be possible for 
him to promise things he could not carry out. If Mr. Lloyd George 
was unable to come to France later to discuss the question, then he 
himself would be prepared to go to London. Until this later discus- 
sion, he could accept no condition in the Aide Memoire, other than 
the occupation by French troops. As for the question of sending 
French troops to Armenia, this was a very serious and grave respon- 
sibility for France to take. He offered to send French troops to 
Armenia because the Armenians were threatened with massacre, in 
order to render a service to the Conference. This offer, however, could 
not constitute a provision of an agreement since France was not de- 
sirous of going to Armenia and it would involve an enormous burden. 
For the moment, he merely wished to put this question: 

“Does the sending of troops by France to Syria and Cilicia mean 
that he accepted the whole agreement ?” 

If it was so, he could not undertake to send troops. 

(The answers to M. Clemenceau’s questions, summarised below, were 
mainly interjected by Mr. Lloyd George, during the interpretation of 
M. Clemenceau’s remarks. ) 

Mr. Lioyp Georce said that M. Clemenceau would not be committed 
to the whole agreement by sending troops. It was the intention of 
the British Government to withdraw their troops from Syria and 
Cilicia in any event. The only point was, that in the Syrian portion, 
the British Government would, in accordance with their engagements, 
hand over their posts to French troops. 

M. CLeMENcEAU observed that it was no advantage for France to go 
to Armenia, which would cost them a great deal of money. 
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Mr. Luoyp Grorcr said that Field Marshal Allenby had informed 
him that the mere presence of troops in the places now occupied, had 
a good effect in averting massacres in Armenia. 

Mr. Porx observed that the present: discussion was merely an ex- 
change of views between his British and French colleagues. It was 
understood that the question would be debated hereafter as a whole. 

Mr. Luoyp Grorce said that, nevertheless, in loyalty, he had felt it 
necessary to notify the Conference, otherwise it might be said in the 
newspapers, that these arrangements were being made behind the 
backs of his colleagues. 

M. Cremenceav said he was in agreement that Mr. Lloyd George 
was right to notify the Conference. In consequence, of Mr. Lloyd 
George’s remarks, he would agree to replace the British troops in Syria 
and Cilicia by French troops, but as regards the rest of the Adde 
Memoire, he must reserve his opinion. When the question of the fu- 
ture of Turkey was considered as a whole, it might be possible to grant 
what could not be granted when the question of Syria was considered 
in isolation. He would always be ready to go to London. 

Mr. Lroyp Grorce suggested that the French military authorities 
should make the necessary arrangements with Field Marshal Allenby, 
who was now in Paris, for replacing the British garrisons within the 
zone proposed. He wished to be perfectly clear that M. Clemenceau 
had accepted that France should occupy Syria and Cilicia. 

M. Cremenceav said that French garrisons would take the places 
evacuated by the British. 

Mr. Lioyp Grorcs said that was what he had understood. This 
was a purely provisional arrangement for the military occupation. 

M. Crzmencenav said that as the British left the French would take 
their places. The matter did not really affect the Conference. 

Mr. Lroyp Grorcz said that it did not prejudice the settlement of 
mandates or boundaries. 

(M. Clemenceau instructed an Officer of his Staff to'summon Marshal 
Foch and General Weygand to meet him at 3 p. m. to take his instruc- 
tions on this question.) 

For Conclusions, see Summary at the end.3 

6. Mr. Lioyp Grorex said that the question of Russia, to which he 
had already referred, was very important. 

M. Cremmncxav said that he could not see how we 
could accede to M. Paderewski’s proposals. 

Mr Lroyp Groror said that M. Paderewski had stated that, if the 
Allied and Associated Powers did not want him to adopt the course 
he proposed, neither did he desire it. He, himself, suggested that 


Russia 


*No summary accompanies file copy of minutes. 
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M. Paderewski should be told that the Powers did not desire him to 
act. Otherwise, he might be requiring pecuniary support. 

M. Tirroni wished to be informed on two points. First, was M. 
Paderewski certain that Polish troops could reach Moscow, and, sec- 
ond, did he merely want facilities for raising money or did-he want 
the Allies to finance the whole expedition ? 

M. Cremenceav said that the worst thing to do was to attempt to 
conquer Russia by means of the Poles. If British or French forces 
were operating, it was known that they were merely acting in the 
interests of Europe, but, if Polish troops were employed, it would rally 
the whole of Russia against them. 

(At this point, it was agreed to summon M. Paderewski, Marshal 
Foch and General Weygand.) 

Mr. Potx said that there was an American interest in this. The 
Poles were in a serious economic position. The United States were 
prepared to help them to some extent, but were not ready to find money 
to enable them to wage war. 

Mr. Lioyp Grorce, replying to M. Tittoni’s questions, said that 
M. Paderewski would require the Allied. and Associated Powers to 
find the whole of the money. M. Paderewski was convinced he could 
capture Moscow. They all said that, but the question arose as to what 
would happen after Moscow was captured. 

(The question of Russia was adjourned until the arrival of Marshal 
Foch and General Weygand.) 

4. M. Cremenceav said that he did not agree with Mr. Lloyd George 
about the future of the Peace Conference. Personally, he would be 

most happy to be able to leave these questions alone, 
Pesce Conference. but there were imminent several large questions. For 
etn example, the question as to whether Austria was to be 
allowed to join herself to Germany. 

Mr. Luoyp George said he was under the impression that Germany 
had given in. 

M. Ciemenceav said she had not given in yet. In addition to 
this, there was the question of Silesia and that of the Baltic Prov- 
inces. Without a properly qualified British representative, the Con- 
ference could not sit. He suggested that Mr. Lloyd George should 
leave someone in Paris who should telegraph for instructions. 

Mr. Lioyp Grorce said it was a matter of great difficulty. He had 
contemplated leaving Sir Eyre Crowe or possibly even Lord Milner. 
There was a great difference between Sir Eyre Crowe and Lord Mil- 
ner. It was one thing to have a man who would merely telegraph for 
instructions, such as Sir Eyre Crowe. A representative of this type 
would not have the same authority as Mr. Balfour. The difficulty 
was that the British Government had no one to spare of the calibre 
of Mr. Balfour. 
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M. Ciemenceau asked what he was to do if the Germans made 
some proposal requiring immediate decision ? 

Mr. Luoyp Grores said it would be arranged through the Foreign 
Offices. 

M. Cremencrav said that this was a very slow procedure. 

Mr. Liroyp George said that the Conference was not a very rapid 
method of procedure. 

Mr. Potx said that, as regards the German-Austrian question, 
and the Silesian question, he thought no decision could be reached 
for ten days or so. Then would come the signature of the Bulgarian 
Treaty, and, later, the Hungarian Treaty. He agreed with Mr. 
Lloyd George that it might be better to postpone the Turkish 
Treaty. For the next ten days, however, when these great ques- 
tions would be arising, he thought Great Britain ought to have a 
plenipotentiary in Paris. It would make a very bad effect in Europe 
if it was thought that the Conference was constantly waiting on 
the decision of Great Britain. 

M. Trrront said that he had believed himself to be of the same 
view as Mr. Polk, but he was not sure that this was the case. He 
thought it desirable to postpone the Conference for ten or fifteen 
days, in order to enable Great Britain to send representatives with 
full Powers. 

Mr. Poxx said that the present moment was precisely the one at 
which it was impossible to suspend the Conference. 

Mr. Lioyp Gzorez said it was best to speak frankly on this matter. 
It was no use for one or two Powers to be represented by persons 
with complete authority and others by persons who were only able 
to take decisions ad referendum. He could not send anyone with 
full authority. For six months he had been away in England, which 
was a country that required a good deal of governing, and he could 
not stay here himself. Nevertheless, if he left a representative, a 
decision could always be obtained from him on any point within 
twenty-four hours even, by telegraph or even by telephone. He 
presumed that even Mr. Polk could not take decisions on all ques- 
tions. At any rate, he was not in the same position as President 
Wilson had been. 

M. Trrront said that he, himself, had full powers. 

Mr. Lioyp Grzores, continuing, said that the Conference was of no 
use unless all its members met on equal terms. He proposed to 
leave Sir Eyre Crowe here to clear up the outstanding questions of 
- detail, but any great questions such as, for example, one raising the 
possibility of a march into Germany—could clearly not be left for 
Sir Eyre Crowe to settle. He could only settle details when the 
policy had been decided. In the question of Austria, for example, 
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Sir Eyre Crowe could not take a decision, and would have to refer 
to the Cabinet. That was not a proper Conference, when only some 
members could take full responsibility. 

Mr. Pox said he agreed to some extent. He thought the Confer- 
ence ought to take up no new questions. His point, however, was that, 
for a week or ten days, he would like to keep up the appearance of the 
Conference or the effect throughout Europe would be very bad. 

M. CremeNceau urged Mr. Lloyd George to ask Lord Milner to 
stay. 

Mr. Luorp Grorce undertook to discuss the matter with Lord Milner. 

(At this point, Marshal Foch and General Weygand entered. M. 
Paderewski, who had also been telephoned for, could not be found.) 

8. M. Ciemencerav explained to Marshal Foch that M. Paderewski 
had made a proposal for the employment of five hundred thousand 

. Poles to march on Moscow at a cost of 30,000,000 Mks. 

Rettekeed) a day. Mr. Polk and he, himself, thought that the 

result would be to set the whole of Russia against the 

Allies. The Conference, however, wished to know Marshal Foch’s 
view. 

MarsHau Focu said that the Conference was face to face with a 
very dangerous proposal from several points of view. If it were 
a question of action by a great State fully settled, the matter would 
be different, but this was not the case with Poland, consequently, he 
aid not think he could advise action by the Poles. 

Mr. Lioyp Grorce said that the second question arose in connec- 
tion with the Baltic Provinces. Germany was gathering a very big 
force there. Although ordered to leave, the Germans were increasing 
their forces. General von der Goltz had now returned there. Ger- 
man soldiers were being attracted there by promises of land, amount- 
ing to a regular German colonization. He understood that, under the 
terms of the Armistice, the Allied and Associated Powers had the 
right to compel the Germans to leave. He wanted to know, whether, 
in Marshal Foch’s view, first, the Allies had the right to demand the 
withdrawal of the Germans, and, secondly, whether the time had come 
to insist on their withdrawal. 

Marsuau Focu said that, under the terms of the Armistice, the 
Allied and Associated Powers had the right to demand the German 
retirement from the Baltic Provinces. As to the means of compel- 
ling them to do so, a difficult question arose. Of course, starting from 
the basis of the Armistice, it would be possible to exert pressure on 
Germany from the Rhine, from Poland, or from both simultaneously. 
It was a matter of combining the two operations, and this wanted 
thinking out. In addition, there was the blockade. 
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Mr. Lioyp Goro asked whether, in Marshal Foch’s view, the time 
had come to take some action. 

Marsnau Focu said that the longer it was put off the harder it 
would be. Consequently, the sooner action was taken the better. 

M. Cremenceav reminded Marshal Foch that the question of an 
advance on the Rhine had been discussed in connection with the 
Austrian question. Did Marshal Foch think this method more effica- 
cious than the sending of troops to disembark in the Baltic? 

Marsuat Focus said that the latter proposal was out of the question. 

M. CremeNncrav summed up Marshal Foch’s recommendation as be- 
ing to restore the Blockade and take action on the Rhine in combina- 
tion with action in Poland. 

Marsuat Focu said that the Allies might also cease returning their 
prisoners or threaten to do so. 

M. CremEncrAv said that the result of the discussion was that Mar- 
shal Foch regarded it as possible to undertake operations to compel 
the Germans to withdraw from the Baltic Provinces. 

Marsuat Focs said that was so. 

Mr. Luoyp Grorcr strongly urged Marshal Foch to consider the 
question of clearing the Germans from the Baltic Provinces, and, sub- 
ject to what the Marshal might say, he pressed that the Conference 
should make a demand as soon as possible. The presence of Germans 
in large numbers in the Baltic provinces was a real danger to the peace 
of Europe. 

GENERAL WeEYGAND said that the answer of the German Government 
to Marshal Foch’s demand for the evacuation of the Baltic Provinces 
had been received. The point of view of the German Government 
was that they had given orders but their troops refused to obey. In 
fact, they said they had no authority. Starting from that basis, it 
might be a good plan to send some important person, whether military 
or civilian, to the Baltic Provinces to see that the evacuation took 
place, and it might also be necessary to send reinforcements to replace 
the Germans and make a barrier against Bolshevism. 

Mr. Luoyp Georcr suggested that the Poles might possibly be more 
profitably employed in this manner than by marching on Moscow. 

Mr. Potk said that the presence of Polish troops might not prove 
acceptable to the Lithuanians. 

Marsuat Foon said that the true role for Poland was to provide a 
barrier on the one side against Bolshevism, and, on the other side, 
against Germany. 

Mr. Luoyp Grorcr asked if Marshal Foch could give a considered 
view on this question by 4 p. m. in the afternoon. 

Marsnat Foc agreed to do so. 
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Mr. Luoyp Gxorcr suggested that Marshal Foch should see M. 
Paderewski. 

Marsuat Focn agreed to do so. 

M. Trrront said that General Dupont should be asked if the German 
reply was genuine or merely play-acting. The second suggestion he 
had to make was that enquiries should be made of General Gough. 

Mr. Luoyp Gzorcx said that General Gough was now back in England 
and would not be returning to the Baltic. 

M. Trrroni asked if there was anyone else there whom the Allies 
could consult on the subject. He would like to ask for information on 
the spot as to whether, after the withdrawal of the Germans, it would 
be necessary for the Poles to take their place in order to prevent the 
advance of the Bolsheviks, 

Mr. Luoyp Gxorce said that this raised a question as to whether the 
Bolsheviks were worse than the Germans. He thought that the 
Bolsheviks would disappear, but the Germans would not. 

M. Trrtont said that the only point he wished to know was whether 
it was necessary for the Poles to go to the Baltic Provinces. 

(Marshal Foch and General Weygand withdrew) 

9. Mr. Luoyp Grorcr said he had received a letter from M. Clemen- 
ceau suggesting a meeting of the League of Nations at Washington 

in November. He felt very doubtful about this. He, 
Nations Gortinued) Personally, could not attend, although this was not 

very material. But by November, Peace would not 
have been made with Turkey, and probably the question of Mandates 
would not have been settled. 

M. CiemeENcEAU said that the point was that certain questions had 
to be settled by the League of Nations within fifteen days of the 
ratification of the Peace Treaty. 

Mr. Po.x said that there were two or three questions which had to 
be settled by the Council of the League of Nations within 15 days 
of the signature of the Treaty, and the President of the United States 
of America was directed by the Treaty to call the first meeting of the 
Council. His proposal would be that the President should summon 
a meeting of the Council to take place in London or Paris, as soon as 
three of the Principal Allied and Associated Powers had ratified the 
Treaty, even though a representative of the United States could not 
attend; and that the sole object of this meeting should be to examine 
the questions which require action by the Council of the League 
within a short period after the coming into force of the Treaty. He 
did not know if the President would accept this, but he was prepared 
to recommend it to him. 

M. Cremenceau and M. Tirronr accepted Mr. Polk’s suggestion, 
which was adopted. 
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M. Cremencnrat asked what about the Labour Conference. 

Mr. Pox said that that would take place anyhow. 

10. Mr. Lioyp Grores said that he supposed that on the ratification 
of the Treaty of Peace with Germany, the Allied and Associated 

Powers would send their joint demand to the Dutch 
Trial af the Government for the surrender of the Kaiser. 

M. Tirront said that he wished to notify the Confer- 
ence merely for information, that the Italian Chamber had nominated 
a Committee of 44 to study the Treaty of Peace with Germany. It had 
been decided by 20 votes against 3 socialist votes that the Treaty should 
be ratified, but it had been agreed that the provisions for the trial of 
the Kaiser did not rest on a legal basis, because the crime had been 
defined after the event, and the tribunal had been designated by the 
persons who were charging the accused. This information was only 
of moral value, as the Treaty would be approved. 

11. Mr. Luoyp Gzorcx said that as regards the trial of officers, he 
was in favour of meeting the views of the German Government, that 

the numbers to be tried should be limited. The first 
Ane Dial of British list had consisted of hundreds, and he believed 

the same was true of the French list. He only wanted 
to make an example. To try very large numbers, would be to create 
great difficulties for the German Government, which he believed to be 
better than either a Bolshevist Government or a Militarist Govern- 
ment, 

M. Cremenceav said he agreed the trial should merely be a symbol. 

12, M. Cremenceav said that since Mr. Lloyd George had left the 
Conference, he had given much thought to this matter, and had come 
. to the conclusion that the best way to meet everyone’s 
wishes was to hand Fiume City over to the Italians, 
leaving the port and railway to the League of Nations, and the re- 
mainder of the Hinterland to the Yugo-Slavs. He had talked the 
matter over with M. Tittoni, and thought it best to propose that he and 
Mr. Lloyd George should send a proposition on these lines to President 
Wilson. 

Mr. Poxx pointed out that a new scheme had been sent only the 
previous week to President Wilson, and no answer had yet been 
returned. 

M. Trrronr said that there were two alternatives. Either that 
Fiume should be a Free Town or that a Free City should be created, 
or that Fiume should be given to Italy, the port and railway going 
to the League of Nations, and the remainder of the hinterland to the 
Yugo-Slavs. The Italian Government were most anxious to settle the 


Fiume 
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question, but they did not wish a wound to be inflicted on the Italian 
people. This was for Italy a moral reason of the first order in 
favour of the new plan. Italy could not think of detaching herself 
from her Allies. There was no question of this; and agreement must 
be reached. That was why he had come to this agreement with M. 
Clemenceau. 

Mr. Porx said he had sent a definite proposal to President Wilson 
and it was not possible now to change. He believed the new proposal 
had been made before, but had been refused both by America and Great 
Britain. 

Mr. Luoyp Grorcr said that the proposal had never been put quite in 
the present form. Fiume, including the port and certain islands, 
had always been demanded by the Italians. From a private con- 
versation he had had with M. Patchitch, he thought it possible that 
the new proposal might be more acceptable to him than any other. 
He himself would agree to anything which was acceptable both to 
President Wilson and the Italians. The question was not one which 
ought to split the nations in two. It was really too trivial. The dif- 
ficulty was that it had become a “flag” to the Italians and Mr. Polk 
said that the recent revolution at Fiume had made it very difficult to 
settle on these lines. 

M. Trrront said that the revolution would first have to be suppressed. 

Mr. Lioyp Grorce suggested that Mr. Polk should telegraph to 
President Wilson to the effect that this new proposal had been made. 
Of course it was difficult to explain the matter in a telegram, as one 
could explain it in conversation. But he thought it was worth while 
to send the new proposal. 

Mr. Potx said he must know exactly what the plan was. 

M. Cremencesv said that, broadly speaking it was that the town 
of Fiume, with the river as boundary, should become Italian; that 
the port and railway should be handed over to the League of Nations; 
and that the Hinterland should go to Yugo-Slavia, and no islands 
would be handed over to Italy. 

M. Trrront said that the only islands to be handed to Italy were 
Lussin, Lissa and Pelagosa. 

Mr. Pox said that the Italian occupation of Lussin and the main- 
land would give Italy a strangle-hold. 

M. Trrrontr said that this region would be neutralised. 

(After some discussion it was agreed that M. Tittoni should put the 
project in writing before the afternoon meeting.) 

(The Conference adjourned until 4.0 p. m.) 


Hore Astoria, Parts, 15 September, 1919. 
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Appendix A to HD-53 
[Translation *] 


Telegram From Budapest on September 8, 1919, to the Supreme 
Council at Paris 


No. 292. In a letter, of which.a copy will be addressed to you by 
next courier, President Friedrich informs the Commission that his 
Government has the confidence of the greater part of the country, 
but that it lacks the necessary support of the Entente; that the Rou- 
manian requisitions are reducing many workmen to idleness, endan- 
gering next year’s harvest; that the Roumanian occupation prevents 
the collection of taxes, the elections, the organization of an armed 
force. It asks that the Entente guarantee its financial credit. It 
declares that if certain political parties are hereafter to enjoy the 
support of the Entente, and if the present Government is by that 
fact powerless to fulfill its duties, the Council of Ministers will hand 
over power to the Commission of the four generals. The Commis- 
sion requests instructions from the Supreme Council, and thinks it 
ought to make plain to the Council the difficult position in which 
it finds itself in not receiving a reply to its earlier telegrams. 

Inreratiiep Minrrary Misston 
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Aide-Mémoire in Regard to the Occupation of Syria, Palestine and 
' Mesopotamia Pending the Decision in Regard to Mandates * 


1. Steps will be taken immediately to prepare for the evacuation 
by the British Army of Syria and Cilicia including the Taurus tunnel. 

2. Notice is given both to the French Government and to the Emir 
Feisal of our intentions to commence the evacuation of Syria and 
Cilicia on November 1, 1919: 

3. In deciding to whom to hand over responsibility for garrisoning 
the various districts in the evacuated area, regard will be had to the 
engagements and declarations of the British and French Governments, 
not only as between themselves, but as between them and the Arabs: 

4, In pursuance of this policy the garrisons in Syria west of the 
Sykes-Picot line and the garrisons in Cilicia will be replaced by a 
French force, and the garrisons at) Damascus, Homs, Hama, and 
Aleppo will be replaced by an Arab force. 


*Translation from the French supplied by the editors. 


* Handed by Mr. Lloyd George to M. Clemenceau and placed before the Con- 
ference. 
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5. After the withdrawal of their forces neither the British Govern- 
ment nor the British Commander-in-Chief shall have any responsibility 
within the zones from which the Army has retired: 

6. The territories occupied by British troops will then be Palestine, 
defined in accordance with its ancient boundaries of Dan to Beersheba, 
and Mesopotamia, including Mosul, the occupation thus being in har- 
mony with the arrangements concluded in December 1918, between 
M. Clemenceau and Mr, Lloyd George.® _, 

7. The British Government are prepared at any time to discuss 
the boundaries between Palestine and Syria and between Mesopotamia 
and Syria. In the event of disagreement in regard to the above 
boundaries, the British Government are prepared to submit the ques- 
tion to the arbitration of a referee appointed by President Wilson. 

8. In accordance with the principles of the Sykes-Picot agreement 
the French Government shall not object to the Arab State granting 
to the British Government the right to construct, administer, and be 
the sole proprietor of a railway line connecting Haifa with Mesopo- 
tamia on a trace to be decided on after survey anywhere as far north 
as the latitude of Deir-ez-Zor. The British Government shall have 
the right to construct oil pipe lines as well as the railway line. The 
British Government shall, in addition, have a perpetual right at all 
times to improve the facilities of these railway and oil pipe lines and 
to transport troops along the railway, and these rights shall be exer- 
cisable even in time of war, without infringement of the neutrality of 
the French Government or of the Arab State. In the event of dis- 
agreement as to the trace of the railway line and oil pipe lines the 
British Government are prepared to submit this question to the arbi- 
tration of a referee appointed by President Wilson. 

9. The British Government notify the French Government and the 
Emir Feisal of their intention immediately to carry out a survey with 
the object of finding, if practicable, a trace for the railway line and 
pipe lines entirely within the British mandate, in order to enable 
them to avoid the necessity of exercising the rights of construction 
referred to above: 

10. Until the boundaries of Palestine and Mesopotamia are deter- 
mined the British Commander-in-Chief shall have the right to occupy 
out-posts in accordance with the boundary claimed by the British 
Government : 

11. The French Government, having accepted responsibility for 
the protection of the Armenian people, the British Government will 
consent to the immediate despatch of French troops via Alexandretta 


and Mersina for this purpose. 
Paris, September 18, 1919. 


° Described in IC—163A, vol. v, p. 1. 


Paris Peace Conf. 180,03501/54 HD-54 


Notes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers Held in M. Clemenceau’s Office at the Ministry of War, 
Monday Afternoon, September 15, 1919, at 4 p. m. 


PRESENT 
AMERICA, 
UNITED STATES OF BritisH EMPIRE FRANCE 
The Hon. F. L. Polk. The Rt. Hon. D. Lloyd George M. Clemenceau 
O. M., M. P. 
Secretary Secretary Secretary 
Mr. L. Harrison Sir M. P. A. Hankey, G. C. B. M. de St. Quentin 
IvTALy JAPAN 
M. Tittoni M. Matsui 
Secretary Secretary 
M. Paterno M. Kawai 


Interpreter—M. Camerlynck 


The following were also present for the discussion of the first item: 


M. Paderewski. 
Marshal Foch. 
General Weygand. 
1. M. Crrmenceav explained to M. Paderewski that the council 
had invited him to attend to state his views regarding the Russian 
situation. 
Bultic Provinces M. Paprrewskr stated that the Polish Government 
AE were anxious to learn the view of the Allies with 
respect to Russia. At the present time the Germans were proceeding 
in their usual methodical and tenacious manner to extend their influ- 
ence and control in the East. In the northern provinces the Ger- 
man Generals von der Goltz and Prince Lieven were holding out to 
be the enemies of the Bolsheviki but this was mere pretence on their 
part. In the south General Kraus was operating, and in the centre 
the Germans had one thousand instructors who were extending Ger- 
man influence and enlisting volunteers, offering thirty-five marks per 
day with a bonus of a thousand marks. These activities were car- 
ried on under the instructions of the German War Office as he knew 
from a secret general order to this effect which had come into his 
hands. He pointed out that the Polish Army was the one obstacle 
to covetous Germany. At the present time the Polish Army con- 
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sisted of 545,000 men under arms. If it were necessary 480,000 
additional men could be raised in a few months. The present forces 
were now costing Poland some 30,000,000 marks or say 10,000,000 
francs per day. If additional forces were raised there would then 
be a further cost to Poland of some 24,000,000 marks per day. 
Poland could not fight on indefinitely. He would therefore ask 
what were the plans of the Allies. The Polish Government will 
settle their plans in accordance with those of the Conference. 
Poland cannot afford to keep up or increase her large military estab- 
lishment. She is a new State and is lacking in raw materials and 
war manufactories. If the decision of the Allies should be for 
Peace he was most anxious to know this as soon as possible for very 
advantageous terms of peace had been offered him by the Bolsheviki. 
The territorial ambitions of Riand [Poland?] had been fulfilled. 
Their advance against the Bolsheviki had been uniformly successful, 
and they had had a series of large and small victories. At present 
they had from thirty to thirty-five thousand Bolshevik prisoners. In 
conclusion he emphasized the, importance of a rapid decision by the 
Conference, whatever it might be. 

It was explained to M. Paderewski by M. Cremenceau that he had 
asked Marshal Foch to prepare a plan of action in the Baltic Prov- 
inces. This plan was based on the cooperation of the Polish Army, 

M. Paperewsk1 responded that the Polish Army was at the service 
of the Conference. 

Marsuan Focu gave a brief outline of the plan now in course of 
preparation. His idea was to insist that the Germans should carry 
out their solemn engagements; first, the Armistice, and second, the 
Treaty when it shall have come into force. By the terms of the 
Armistice the Germans were required to withdraw from the Baltic 
Provinces at the pleasure of the Allies. He did not foresee any diffi- 
culty in meeting the situation after their withdrawal. The plan 
would be to substitute the control of the Germans by local govern- 
ments in the several Baltic Provinces, and then to assist these local 
governments. It would be necessary for the Conference to select and 
appoint some prominent individual as their representative, who 
should be instructed to order the Germans to evacuate, and then 
advise the local governments to establish themselves. ‘To ensure his 
instructions carrying weight a force would be needed, and it was 
therefore desirable that the Allies’ representative should be able to 
turn to the Polish Army for this military support. It would be 
necessary to have a general on the spot. As a matter of fact there 
was a French General there. Marshal Foch suggested that this offi- 
cer might be instructed to wind up the situation and have the Polish 
army ready if need be. 

510124—46—VoL. vilI———15 
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The Marshal explained that this was but a brief outline of his plan 
which would be ready for submission in 24 hours. 

Mr. Luoyp Grorce stated that he liked the Marshal’s idea. If noth- 
ing were done the Germans would overrun the Baltic Provinces and 
within a short time their power would be immensely enhanced. If 
action were not taken immediately, the situation would become far 
more difficult in the future. For his part, he would support the 
appointment of a French General. He would like, however, before a 
final appointment were made, to have the opportunity of passing upon 
any name that might be submitted. 

M. Cremenceav said that General Henrys was now in command of 
the Polish Army and would be a suitable appointee. 

Mr. Lioyp Grorcr agreed. He inquired whether Marshal Foch 
contemplated sending a demand direct to the German Government. 

M. Cremencerav believed that the Marshal should make a demand 
for immediate evacuation. 

Mr. Potx asked for a precise statement as to the plan proposed by 
Marshal Foch. 

M. CLremencrav explained that the Marshal should require the Ger- 
mans immediately to evacuate their troops from the territories outside 
of the frontiers of Germany, and inform them that if they failed 
to comply with his demand he would proceed to enforce it; that 
General Henrys should be appointed the representative of the Allied 
and Associated Powers to control the evacuation, and lastly, should 
be empowered to use the Polish Army if that were necessary. 

Mr. Lioxp Grorcz stated that he agreed with this proposal. It was 
understood, therefore, that in the event of a German refusal Mr. 
Paderewski would place the Polish Army at the service of the Allies. 

M. Paprrewsxt expressed his agreement. 

Mr. Porx inquired whether there would not be a danger if the pro- 
posed plan were followed and it were necessary to use the Polish Army, 
that this would bring on the Silesian difficulty, the Dantzig difficulty 
and a war between Germany and Poland. 

M. Paprrewsxi feared that the German Government would in 
Silesia, as in the Baltic Provinces, decline all responsibility as regards 
the actions of the German troops, claiming that the latter were no 
longer subject to their authority. 

Mr. Lioyp Grorcer thought that the Baltic situation and the Silesian 
situation were somewhat different. It was expected that the German 
Government would in all probability be willing to comply with the 
Allies’ demands, but from the information in his possession it ap- 
peared that the Central Government had little control over the East- 
ern German Army and might not be able to enforce compliance with 
their orders. In that event the Eastern German forces would be out- 
lawed and would be in much the same situation as were Morgan and 
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Drake in the time of Elizabeth, both of whom had been disavowed by 
the British Government. If the Polish Army were then to attack 
the German troops, how could the German Government claim that 
this would constitute an act of war on the part of Poland. In his 
opinion, the Silesian situation was quite different. Silesia was within 
the boundaries of Germany. The German Government was respon- 
sible for the situation there. This was very different to the Baltic 
provinces which were outside Germany and within Russia. 

Mr. Pork admitted that in a legal sense this was true. The ques- 
tion in his mind was whether the use of Polish troops in Lithuania 
would not result in reprisals all along the line. 

Mr. Lioyp Grorce did not see that there was any alternative to 
Marshal Foch’s plan other than the imposition of a Blockade. 

Mr. Pox stated that he had raised the question in order that when 
war came it should be thoroughly understood that the Council was 
responsible. 

M. Cremenceav desired to make it clear that Marshal Foch will 
demand that the German troops evacuate the Baltic Provinces and will 
warn those troops that he will be prepared to enforce the demand 
under the Armistice. 

M. PaprrewskI called attention to the fact that it was not merely 
a question of enforcing the evacuation of German troops but that it 
was necessary also to drive out the German officers. In Kovno there 
was a very numerous General Staff composed of Germans. It would 
be necessary to force them to leave. In this relation he referred to 
the fact that at least two of the Allied governments had been furnish- 
ing to the Lithuanians, supplies, munitions, etc. In his opinion this 
should cease, the Lithuanian Government being in the pay of 
Germany. 

Mr. Lioyp Grorcr expressed very earnestly the hope that there 
would be no interference with the Lithuanian Government. It was 
simply a question of forcing the Germans out. If it should become 
necessary for the Polish Army to intervene, it must be thoroughly 
understood that neither the Polish Government nor the Polish Army 
would interfere with the local governments. The plan now proposed 
contemplated merely a military occupation, if that should be 
necessary. 

M. Paprrewsx1 observed that the Council should not hold him re- 
sponsible if the territories to be occupied by the Polish Army should 
declare themselves for Poland. 

Referring to M. Paderewski’s inquiry as regards the question of 
peace or war with the Bolsheviki, M. Cummenczav explained that the 
Council did not desire that the Poles should march on Moscow. As 
far as he was concerned he would not make peace nor would he make 
war. He suggested that Poland could carry out the first part of the 
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proposed programme and by that time the Bolshevik situation would 
be clarified. 

Mr. Lioyp Georcr called M. Paderewski’s attention to the fact that 
Poland would be in a precarious position if the Baltic Provinces 
should become German. As it was, the Poles had advanced in the 
east beyond the boundaries of Poland. He understood that the 
Bolsheviks had only 80,000 men opposed to an army of 250,000 Poles. 

M. Paprrewskxt replied that, owing to the state of the country, it 
was necessary for the Poles to maintain a considerable police force in 
that region. 

Marsuau Focx considered that it would be very dangerous for 
Poland to open the Russian question on its Eastern frontier before 
settling the German question on its Western frontier. He believed 
it would be well to proceed step by step and consolidate the existing 
situation. 

Mr. Lioyp Grorcs declared that he was in complete agreement with 
M. Clemenceau and Marshal Foch. 

(M. Paderewski, Marshal Foch and General Weygand then with- 
drew.) 

(It was agreed that Marshal Foch should make a formal demand 
on the German Government immediately to evacuate the Baltic Prov- 
inces of Russia, and to withdraw their forces within the boundaries 
of Germany as defined by the Treaty of Peace. He shall further 
inform the German Government that if they do not comply with his 
demand he will take the necessary steps to enforce it. 

Tt was agreed that General Henrys should be entrusted by the Allied 
and Associated Powers, as their representative, with the control of 
the evacuation of the German troops. Acting in the same quality, he 
shall have authority to use the Polish Army in case the Germans do 
not comply with the demand for evacuation. 

In placing the Polish Army at the disposal of the Allied and Asso- 
ciated Powers, M. Paderewski indicated at the same time that there 
should be no interference by the Polish Government or Army with 
the local governments of the Baltic Provinces.) 

2. M. Trrront handed to his colleagues copies of the memorandum 
(Appendix A) which he had promised to give to them at the meet- 

ing in the morning. 
Sere ees Mr. Pox asked what was the difference between the 
proposals which M. Tittoni was now presenting and 
those which the Conference transmitted to President Wilson a week 
ago. 

M. Trrronr said that the Conference had asked President Wilson 
to make a choice between two solutions. The first was that Fiume 
should be a free city in an International State placed under the con- 
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trol of the League of Nations. The second was that the city of Fiume 
should be attributed to Italy, the port and the railway to the League 
of Nations and that the territories which in the first proposal would be 
attributed to the International State would be given to the Jugoslav 
State. He proposed that the second solution of the question should 
be adopted. One of his reasons for favouring this proposal was that 
Mr. Polk had told him that President Wilson had favoured a plebis- 
cite in the free state. He was unwilling to agree to such a plebiscite. 

Mr. Luoyp Grorcr asked what M. Tittoni meant exactly in saying 
that no concession would be made to the Jugoslavs in the valley of 
the Drin. 

M. Trrroni meant that this disposition was found in the first mem- 
orandum for the reason that, as the Fiume Railway passed directly 
from Jugoslav to Austrian territory, he desired that the Trieste Rail- 
way should pass directly from Italian to Austrian territory. He had 
asked that Italy be given the territory known under the name of the 
Assling triangle which was inhabited by Slovenes but the possession 
of which was necessary for Italy to assure direct communication be- 
tween Trieste and Austria. The Serbs had recognised that in Albania 
the frontier of 1913 was drawn on lines of ethnic justice but they 
demanded that the valley of the Drin be given to them in order that 
they might establish a railway there which would give them indepen- 
dent communication with the Adriatic. He thought that there was a 
complete analogy between the two cases and he would say to the Serbs, 
if they wished to have the Valley of the Drin they should give the 
Italians the Assling triangle and that if the Serbs contended that the 
Italians should be satisfied with the guarantee of the League of Nations 
for Assling they should be satisfied with the same guarantee for the 
Drin. 

M. Cremenceav said that in effect M. Tittoni asked that the Coun- 
cil should send President Wilson a telegram telling him that the Coun- 
cil was in favour of the second of the two proposals recently submitted 
to his choice and that it was their strong desire that he accept this 
proposal, 

M. Tirront agreed that this was what he meant. 

- Mr. Luoyp Grorce said that he wished to point out to M. Tittoni 
two points of his memorandum which would probably elicit objections 
from President Wilson. The President did not want Italian sov- 
ereignty in Fiume—though Mr. Lloyd George did not wish to insist 
upon this point. The President would also not be satisfied with hav- 
ing the diplomatic representation of Zara belong to Italy. He sug- 
gested that it would be more advisable to say that Zara should be able 
to choose its diplomatic representatives. Nothing would prevent its 
intrusting its interests to Italian agents. 
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M. Trrront said that he had no objections to this solution. He 
wished to add, however, that this solution which Mr. Lloyd George 
criticized appeared in the proposals approved by President Wilson on 
the 7th of June. 

Mr. Pox said that he wished to repeat that the President had not 
given his definite approval to this rather summary note which had 
been prepared during a meeting of the Supreme Council for the pur- 
pose of serving as a basis for discussion between the Italian delegation 
and the Jugo-Slav delegation. He desired to say, in so far as Fiume 
was concerned, that he had received a telegram from President Wilson 
from which it appeared that the President was disposed to accept the 
first of the two solutions which had been presented to him in the name 
of the Conference. He feared that the President would be surprised to 
again receive a new proposal. 

M. Trrront said that it was not a question of a new proposal. The 
Conference would simply state that they preferred one of the two 
solutions between which they had asked the President to choose. 

Mr. Poxx said that he desired to remind the Council of what had 
occurred. It had been agreed that M. Clemenceau, Mr. Balfour and 
M. Tittoni should address a joint telegram to the President. After 
he had made note of the text he had written to M. Clemenceau to 
point out to him the objections which the President would not fail to 
make. After the despatch of this letter M. Tittoni and M. Tardieu 
had come to see him and finally they had agreed as to a new text. He 
knew that even in this form the proposals were not in accordance 
with the views of the President. He had, however, transmitted 
them, pointing out that the British, French and Italian delegates 
recommended them, and insisted earnestly that the President should 
consent to settle the affair on one of these bases. He could not help 
but wonder what would happen if he should transmit to the Presi- 
dent the new Italian proposals after one of the former proposals had 
been accepted. He asked to be permitted to examine M. Tittoni’s 
plan before telegraphing and to be given time to consider what im- 
pression this communication was likely to make upon the mind of the 
President. 

Mr. Lioyp Grorce said that he agreed with Mr. Polk in thinking 
that it would not be fair to the President to submit a new proposal to 
him at the point which had now been reached. 

M. Trrron1t was prepared from the point of view of Italian in- 
terests to accept one or other of the two plans, even though the 
Italian people probably preferred the second, but only upon the con- 
dition that no change should be made in these proposals. If Presi- 
dent Wilson should alter the first solution by introducing a plebiscite 
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it would be necessary for him to express his preference for the 
second proposal. 

Mr. Luoyp Grorce said that so far as he was concerned he was glad 
to accept the new Italian proposal but he wished to say again that he 
was unwilling to run the risk of making a new proposal to President 
Wilson after the latter had accepted another proposal. 

M. Tirronzr then suggested that the Conference wait. (Alors 
attendons.) 

Mr. Lioyp Gerorcx said that the sixth point of the Italian memo- 
randum did not appear to him to be just to the Serbs. The Assling 
Railway was in existence and there was now a question of its use for 
Italian traffic only. On the other hand there was neither a railway 
in the Valley of the Drin nor a port at St. Jean de Medua. Cer- 
tainly the Albanians would construct neither a railway line nor a 
port. If the Conference did not give the Serbs the opportunity of 
constructing them, they would be deprived of all access to the 
Adriatic. Moreover it should not be forgotten that it was necessary 
to secure the consent of the Jugo-Slavs to the arrangement which was 
being discussed. 

M. Trrront said that the Jugo-Slavs already had several outlets to 
the Adriatic and could construct the Railway line in question by 
another route. But, however that might be, the Italians were 
refused the Assling Railway because it ran through territory where 
the population was Slovene. He saw no reason for giving the Valley 
of the Drin to the Jugo-slavs where the population was Albanian and 
did not desire to be placed under the yoke of the Serbs. He was also 
willing to agree to a plebiscite; he was quite sure that the Albanians 
would not vote for the Serbs. 

Mr. Lioyp Grorce said that it was not his intention to add the 
Valley of the Drin to the territory of the Serb-Croat-Slovene State, 
but he believed that it was necessary to give the Serbs the right 
to construct a railway in the Valley of the Drin and that facilities for 
a port be granted them. He did not see that it would be of any 
use to give to the Serb-Croat-Slovene State the same rights on the 
Drin as would be given to Italy in the Assling territory because in 
the first case the railway existed already, and in the second case the 
line had not yet been constructed. 

M. Cremenceav proposed that the Council wait until the follow- 
ing day for the reply of President Wilson, of which Mr. Polk had 
spoken. 

Mr. Lioyp Grorcr said that he would be at the disposal of the 
Conference during the morning. 

3. M. Trrront said that according to information which he had 
just received Italian troops had surrounded the city of Fiume, and 
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were blockading it from the land side. He asked that 
Incidents the Allied and Associated Powers should assist by 
at Fiume 5 ‘ , : “ 

using their ships of war in enforcing the blockade 
from the sea. 

M. Cremenceav said that they could not do otherwise than accede 
to M. Tittoni’s wish. He considered it advisable, however, in order 
to avoid any misunderstanding as to the nature of the Allied 
intervention to issue a statement to the Press in the following 
language: 

“On the request of the Italian Government the Allied and Asso- 
ciated Powers have agreed to participate in the maritime blockade 
of Fiume, which the Italian troops have already surrounded on 
land.” 


Mr. Lioyp Grorcs said that he wished it understood that the 
Allied and Associated Powers would lend the assistance of their 
warships which were on the spot but that they would not send 
other ships. 

M. Trrront said that he agreed to this but he asked that decision 
should be suspended until he should have had an opportunity to 
comunicate with M. Nitti on the subject. 

M. Cremenceavu said that he agreed and that the Allied and 
Associated Powers would take no action and make no public state- 
ment until M. Tittoni had confirmed his request. 

(It was agreed that as soon as M. Tittoni had obtained the con- 
sent of the Italian Government the following press notice should 
be published. 


“On the request of the Italian Government the Principal Allied 
and Associated Powers have agreed to participate in the maritime 
blockade of Fiume which the Italian troops have already sur- 
rounded on land.”) 


Signature of th ‘7 = 
Tee ee 4. M. Cremenceau said that he had received good 


With Austria and 1 
the Treaty for the EWS. The Serb-Croat-Slovene Government had in- 


Protection of 1 1 1 
Se a cere that eee ae eee ny a ee ary 
force the special . 1 ee 
Sehisiacicc. pecial treaty for the protection of minorities, 
M. Trrront asked whether the intentions of the 
Hamauiag Rumanian Government were yet known. He added 


that for the past two weeks he had not received a 
single telegram from the Italian Ministry at Bucharest. 

Mr. Luoyp Grorcx said that it was quite likely that the Rumanians 
stopped the telegrams of the Allied and Associated representatives, 
But the question confronting the Council was more general. It was 
to find a means of forcing the Rumanians to obey the decisions of 
the Conference. 
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M. Cremencerav said that the Rumanians would not refuse openly 
to obey the demands of the Conference. They found a means of 
obeying without obeying. In any case it was necessary to wait. be- 
fore taking action until there was a government with which to deal 
in succession to that of M. Bratiano, whose resignation had been 
announced. 

Mr. Luoyp Grorcr said that it was quite useless for the Conference 
to give orders if these orders were not heeded by the Allies. If this 
state of affairs continued the entire work of the Conference would 
be doomed to failure and the League of Nations would be condemned 
to impotence in advance, for the Conference was the predecessor of 
the League of Nations. He wished to add that it was most important 
not to permit the view to be held at Bucharest that the United States 
and Great Britain were the only great powers hostile to Rumania. 
He felt that he should say, as the deliberations were entirely frank, 
that the attitude of the French Minister at Bucharest was not such 
as to remove this impression. 

Mr. Pork said that it was desirable that the French and Italian 
Ministers at Bucharest should be seriously cautioned against these 
tendencies. 

Mr. Luxoyp George said that he felt that this applied equally to the 
Quai d’Orsay. 

M. Cremenceav said that, as his colleagues knew, he was in entire 
agreement with them as to the policy to be followed in regard to 
this matter. 

5. Mr. Poix said that he considered it important to reply to the 
request for instructions which had been addressed to the Council by 
the Inter-Allied Mission at Budapest.’ 

Mr. Luoyp Grorcs said that he believed that the 


Instructions to 


Bee ee ales Council had’ decided in the morning to await the 
Budapest return of Sir George Clerk. 


Mr. Poux said that he was raising a different ques- 
tion. Sir George Clerk’s mission related only to Rumanian affairs. 
It was necessary for the Conference to inform the Allied Generals at 
Budapest without delay that they should encourage the formation of 
a local police force for the preservation of order after the departure 
of the Rumanian military forces. The Rumanian commander should 
at the same time be asked, so long as his occupation of Rumanian 
[Hungarian?] territory continued, to facilitate the constitution of 
these forces. Finally the Conference could not omit replying to the 
request for a loan which had been addressed to it by the Mission on 
the part of the Hungarian Government. 
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(After further discussion between different members of the Council 
it was agreed that the following telegram should be sent to the Inter- 
Allied Military Mission at Budapest: 

“We do not intend to interfere at all in the internal affairs of Hun- 
gary. Our only wish is the constitution of a stable government, if 
this is possible, and to this effect we invite you to let the Hungarian 
authorities know that we desire the speedy constitution of a gen- 
darmerie force capable of maintaining order after the withdrawal 
of the Roumanian Army. 

We therefore direct you to inform the Roumanian authorities of 
our intentions and at the same time to invite them in the most cate- 
gorical way to give every facility so long as they keep Hungarian 
territory, for the formation and armament of this Gendarmerie. 

Tn no case can there be any question of a loan.”) 


The meeting then adjourned. 
Horen Crmion, Paris, September 15, 1919. 


Appendix A to HD-54 
The Question of the Adriatic * 


1) Frome. The city (Corpus Separatum) shall be placed under 
the sovereignty of Italy. There shall be no independent state of 
Fiume. Jugoslavia shall receive all the territories included in this 
state according to President Wilson’s line (Island of Cherso included 
and Albona excepted). 

All the territories that would have made part of the independent 
state shall be permanently demilitarised. 

The Port of Fiume, with all facilities for its development as well 
as for the railways terminating there, shall be given over to the 
League of Nations, which shall make such arrangements as it shall see 
fit, both for the country of which this port is the outlet and for the 
city of Fiume itself. 

The rights of ethnic minorities shall be guaranteed. 

2) Datmaria. All Dalmatia shall go to the Jugoslavs, except the 
city of Zara, which shall be a free city under the guarantee of the 
League of Nations, which shall recognise and encourage its intimate 
connection with the Italian State and Italian culture. The city shall 
be represented diplomatically by Italy. 

Every facility shall be given to the commerce of the hinterland. 
The economic interests of Italy existing in Dalmatia and the rights 
of Italian minorities shall be guaranteed. 


& eraasam handed by M. Tittoni to the other members of the Supreme 
ouncil, 
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3) Istanps. The only Italian islands shall be Lussin, Unie, Lissa 
and Pelogosa. 

4) Axpanta. To be independent, with a mandate given to Italy. 

5) Vattona. Italian sovereignty over the city, with the hinterland 
strictly necessary to its economic life and its security. 

6) Ramways. For the Assling Railway, Italy no longer makes any 
territorial demands, but demands only definite guarantees for the 
use of the line in Jugoslav territory. On the other hand, no terri- 
torial cession shall be granted to the Jugoslavs in the Valley of the 
Drin, but they shall receive there, as to the use of the railway to be 
constructed, the same guarantees as are given to Italy for the Assling 
Railway. 

7) Neurrauisation. Italy demands the general neutralisation of 
the entire coast and of the islands from the Southern point of Istria 
to Cattaro, inclusive. 

8) A Commission appointed by the Conference, on which each 
of the five Powers shall be represented by a delegate and an expert, 
shall as soon as possible trace the frontiers on the maps and draw 
up all details. 


Paris Peace Conf. 180.03501/55 
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Notes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
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Wednesday, September 17, 1919, at 11 a. m. 
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1. M. Ciemenceav said that he had requested Marshal Foch to be 
present at this meeting of the Council for the purpose of further 
BS dou aly studying the question of the evacuation of the Baltic 
Baltic Provinees by provinces by the German troops. He had received 

a letter from Mr. Polk regarding this matter. (The 
letter contained in Appendix “A” was then read to the Council.) He 
would like to know what answer had been given by Mr. Lloyd George 
in the course of his conversation with Mr. Polk. 

Mr. Poxx stated that he did not like to quote the words of another 
person, but that he understood Mr. Lloyd George to say that he pre- 
ferred to let matters stand as they were. Mr. Lloyd George had 
thought that the question should not be brought up again until the 
Germans had indicated a refusal to carry out the withdrawal, should 
they so refuse. He had answered Mr. Lloyd George that he believed 
the question should be brought up at once, and for this reason had 
written the letter to M. Clemenceau, which had just been read. 

M. Cremenceav suggested that Marshal Foch might read the in- 
structions which he proposed to send to General Henrys. 

Marsuat Focu said that he had sent the instructions to General 
Henrys in accordance with the decision reached by the Council. He 
had told him that the principle of an ultimatum to Germany had been 
decided upon, but that his opinion was asked before the same should 
be transmitted to Germany. 

Mr. Pox asked whether it was agreed that the Council should take 
no decision until the receipt of the answer from General Henrys. 

Marsuat Focs stated that his instructions to General Henrys had 
been based on the fact that the principle of an ultimatum had been 
decided upon. If this ultimatum was now considered as conditional, 
it would be necessary for him to modify the instructions which he had 
sent. 

Mr. Poxx pointed out that he was not opposed to an ultimatum, but 
wished solely to formulate objections to the use of the Polish troops. 

Marsuat Foc said that the sending of an ultimatum without de- 
ciding upon the means to carry it into execution would be a useless 
procedure. He had made a study of this question and believed that 
the Polish troops constituted the only force which could be used. If 
the Council were of the opinion that no use could be made of these 
troops, it was unnecessary to send an ultimatum. 

Mr. Pox stated that the feeling of the American Delegation on 
this question was that the use of Polish troops against Germany in 
the Baltic provinces would be to cause hostilities, which had been sup- 
pressed in Upper Silesia with great difficulty, to spring up again, A 
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military operation of this character would certainly lead to war 
between Germany and Poland. It was extremely necessary to main- 
tain the situation in Upper Silesia in a calm state, in order not to 
increase the actual difficulties of the coal shortage. After the Treaty 
had been ratified by three great Powers, Upper Silesia would be occu- 
pied by Interallied troops. When this occupation became a fact, and 
when no further disorders in the coal districts were likely, the Council 
might then decide to use the Polish forces. He was not opposed to 
their eventual use, should the need arise. 

M. Cremenceav said that in view of Mr. Polk’s statement he believed 
the best course at present was to adjourn the discussion and to’ take 
the question up again when Upper Silesia should be occupied by the 
Interallied troops. 

Mr. Porx said that the matter seemed to him particularly serious. 
The Council was obliged to decide whether it was preferable to allow 
the Germans to remain in Lithuania for the moment, or drive them 
therefrom even at the risk of shutting down the production of coal 
in Upper Silesia. He had talked with Mr. Loucheur and with Mr. 
Hoover, who had both stated that the cutting off of the coal supply 
would have very serious consequences. He had talked with Mr. 
Tittoni on the previous evening regarding the matter and the latter 
had agreed with him that an unnecessary risk would be run through 
this operation. 

Marswau Focu pointed out that the Conference alone was capable 
of choosing between these two political courses of action. 

M. Ciemenceav said that he personally regretted that this opera- 
tion, which he believed excellent, should not take place. In the face 
of the opposition of the American Delegation, however, the matter 
must be suspended, for it was exceedingly dangerous to commence it 
without being sure of carrying it to a successful completion. 

Marsnat Focu said that on three separate occasions threats had 
been sent which had not been followed up. 

Mr. Porx said that the gravity of the situation in Silesia appeared 
worthy of considerable thought and should compel the Council to 
hesitate. 

M. Cremenceav said that he would hesitate if he believed that the 
proposed action in the Baltic provinces would have an effect on the 
situation in Silesia, but he was not of this opinion. 

Mr. Pox answered that he had recently interviewed the different 
American representatives, who had arrived from Poland, Silesia and 
the Baltic provinces, namely, Mr. Gibson, Colonel Goodyear and Colo- 
nel Greene. These gentlemen were all of the opinion that the coal 
situation would be seriously aggravated and threatened should the 
proposed action be taken. He had also seen Mr. Paderewski and 
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had asked him whether he was ready to bear the expenses of the 
operation in question. Mr. Paderewski had replied that France was 
to bear the expense. He had then informed Mr. Paderewski that 
the United States would not incur any obligations therein. He 
believed, however, that it would be well to ask General Henrys what 
his opinion in the matter might be. 

Marsnat Focn said that General Henrys could only report on one 
element of the problem, namely, the condition and state of the Polish 
Army. It should not be lost sight of, however, that the Council, in 
insisting upon the evacuation of the Baltic provinces, was simply 
carrying into effect one of the clauses of the Treaty. The Allied 
and Associated Powers should stand together on this matter. It 
should be understood that the Polish Army would be in charge of 
the operation, but it would be supported both by the Czecho-Slovak 
troops and the Allied detachments on the Rhine. General Henrys 
would answer that he could not defeat Germany with the Polish 
forces' alone—more particularly should Germany be able to con- 
centrate all her troops against Poland. 

M. Cremenceav said that the Poles had notified the Council that 
they possessed an army of 450,000 men. 

Marsuat Foon pointed out that these figures were accurate but 
that this force would not be sufficient to defeat Germany and that 
the Allies would risk seeing Poland severely dealt with, which was 
obviously not a situation to be desired. 

Mr. Pork said that he had no objections to the sending of an 
ultimatum, but only to the use of Polish troops. He believed that 
another method of pressure to compel the execution of the ultima- 
tum could be found, either from an economic standpoint through 
the Economic Council, or by the retention of prisoners of war. He 
did not think that the risk of starting a new war between Poland 
and Germany should be run, because no one of the Powers was at 
present disposed to render financial aid to Poland. On the other 
hand, economic pressure might be exceedingly effective. For ex- 
ample, the Germans at the present time are in the process of bor- 
rowing money from the United States through the agency of pri- 
vate banks. The Council might put a stop to this procedure. The 
recent example of Rumania, who had acted as an agent of the Allied 
and Associated Powers, seemed to him extremely unsatisfactory and 
should not lead the Council to stir up a similar operation elsewhere. 
He suggested therefore that an ultimatum might be sent, making use 
of economic pressure. 

M. Tarvrev said that the retention of the prisoners of war con- 
stituted an excellent means of pressure as well, for their immediate 
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repatriation was necessary to the internal political situation of 
Germany. 

M. Cremenceav proposed that Marshal Foch should read the text 
of an ultimatum which he had prepared, and that if such text were 
satisfactory to the Council, it might be modified in the way suggested 
by Mr. Polk. 

- Marsuat Focs then read his proposed letter to the German Gov- 
ernment (see Appendix “B”). 

Mr. Porx stated that he found this text satisfactory. 

Sir Eyre Crowe asked whether the steps which had been dis- 
cussed as a method of pressure would be sufficient to bring about the 
execution of the matters covered in the note. 

M. Cremenceav said that Mr. Polk was favorable to an economic 
means of pressure, such as a blockade. 

Mr. Pork said that he was particularly anxious not to commit 
the Council at the present time to the use of the Polish Army. He 
did not wish to intimate that this Army might not be made use of 
at some future time, but he wished to leave the decision of this 
question open. 

Marsuat Focs said that on three different occasions adtiana bonds 
couched in mild language had been sent to the German Government 
on the following dates: June 18, August 1 and August 24. 

Mr. Potk remarked that as the Council had already sent three 
ultimatums a fourth was scarcely necessary. The best method of 
procedure would be to notify Mr. von Lersner that the Council in- 
sisted upon the carrying out of the Armistice in question, and that 
in case of refusal certain measures, such as blockade, other means of 
exerting economic pressure, retention of prisoners of war, and, as 
a last resort, the use of the Polish Army, had been decided upon. 

M. Cremenceav said that this notice should be in writing. 

GENERAL Weycanp said that he was prepared to draft the text of 
such a letter, as he was familiar with the question. An answer had 
been received from the Germans to the effect that they were willing 
to evacuate the territory in question but that they could not enforce 
the execution of their orders. 

(It was decided that General Weygand should submit to the Coun- 
cil at its next meeting, a draft letter to the German Delegation de- 
manding the withdrawal of the German forces from the Baltic prov- 
inces. This letter should draw attention to the means of exercising 
pressure on the German Government proposed by Mr. Polk, viz., 
blockade and other economic pressure, retention of prisoners éf 
war, and possible use of the Polish forces.) 

(Marshal Foch and General Weygand then withdrew.) 
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2. Upon the proposal of Mr. Scialoja the resolution taken on Sep- 
eas tember 11 (H. D. 52, minute 6)? regarding the 
Used in the languages used for the convention on Aerial Navi- 


Convention on . 
Aerial Navigation gation was modified to read as follows: 


“It was decided that the Convention on Aerial Navigation should 
be drafted in English, French and Italian, each text to be of equal 
authority.” 


3. (At this point the members of the Central Territorial Commis- 


sion entered the room.) 
M. Tarprev stated that the Greek Delegation had 


Peace Conditions 


eines sent a letter to the Central Territorial Commission 
‘cenres on September 18 relative to certain points with regard 


to the territorial clauses of the Bulgarian Treaty (see appendix C). 
The Central Territorial Commission had been of the opinion: 


1. That the request put forward by the Greek Delegation is ethno- 
graphically just. 

2. That the line proposed by the Greek Delegation should, from 
a geographical point of view, be modified in accordance with the red 
line on the map annexed to the commission’s report. 


The Italian delegate, in view of the principle put forward by the 
Greek Delegation, suggested a change in the line of Western Thrace 
to the advantage of Bulgaria. 

The American delegate, while not denying the weight of the opin- 
ions of the other delegations, drew attention to the inconvenience 
which would result from changing a line already unanimously de- 
cided upon and it further did not believe itself to be in a position to 
advance an opinion without a more careful study of the whole 
question. 

Mr. Pox said that he had certain objections to formulate. Pres- 
ident Wilson, before his departure, had personally proposed a line 
of demarkation. He had already agreed to a considerable modifi- 
cation of this line and did not feel that he had authority to make a 
further change therein. He pointed out that he had already con- 
sented to the taking of certain territories in the region of Adrianople 
from Bulgaria, although there was a large population of Bulgarians 
in such territories. He could do nothing further along these lines 
and in addition felt that the proposed change, even though ethno- 
graphically just, was unsound from a geographic point of view. 

(It was decided to reject the proposal of the Greek Delegation 
with regard to a further modification of the frontiers of Bulgaria in 
Western Thrace.) (See appendix “C”.) 





? Ante, p. 187. 
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M. Tarpiev said that he wished to draw the attention of the Coun- 
cil to the necessity of asking the Bulgarians to withdraw their troops 
from Western Thrace as they were still occupying that region as 


meal well as the Stroumitza salient. This occupation 


ee Buece, might last for a long time, as the Bulgarian dele- 
Troops gation had requested a period of twenty to twenty- 


five days in which to prepare their answer to the Peace Conditions 
of the Allies. The Bulgarian occupation compelled the Allies to 
maintain troops in the neighborhood which were not absolutely nec- 
essary. He suggested that the Bulgarians might be told that the 
Allies were likely to grant them the delay requested, on condition 
that they would evacuate the territories in question immediately. 

Mr. Pork asked what forces would relieve the Bulgarian troops. 

M. Tarprev answered that the military experts believed that three 
battalions only would be necessary to maintain order in Thrace. This 
force was already on the ground and there was in addition a division 
in Sofia which could profitably be recalled. He pointed out that there 
was no question of inserting a clause in the Bulgarian Treaty regard- 
ing this matter. 

Mr. Potx said that as the matter had no place in the Bulgarian 
Peace Treaty he proposed the consideration of the Treaty itself be 
terminated and the proposition of M. Tardieu be adjourned to the 
following day. 

(This proposal was accepted.) 

(Mr. Tardieu then withdrew and Mr. Kammerer entered the room.) 

M. Kamnener said that the Greek Delegation had, on September 15 
sent to the Secretary General some additional remarks relative to the 

political clauses in the Treaty of Peace with Bulgaria. 


(b) Political (See appendix “D”.) The Committee on New States 
auses, . 
Article 56 had prepared a report on the matter which had been 


submitted to the various delegations (see appendix E). 

(It was decided to accept the following clause proposed by the Greek 

delegation for insertion in Article 56, with regard to the protection 
of minorities and voluntary emigration: 


Article 56, paragraph 2: “Bulgaria undertakes to recognize the pro- 
visions which the Allied and Associated Powers shall deem oppor- 
tune relative to reciprocal and voluntary emigration of ethnic 
minorities.” 


M. Kammerer continuing said that the Greek Delegation had also 
asked that a paragraph be added to Article 50 dealing with the pro- 
tection of minorities. (See Appendix D.) The Com- 

Article 50 mittee on New States believed that the Treaty should 
be limited to general provisions with regard to the 

different religious sects, and therefore that by accepting the addition 
proposed by the Greek delegation the risk would be incurred of enter- 
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ing into details and thereby creating a precedent. For this reason 
the Committee on New States had recommended that the Council 
reject the Greek proposal. 
(It was decided to reject the paragraph proposed by the Greek 
delegation for insertion in Article 50 of the Bulgarian Peace Treaty.) 
M. Larocue said that the Greek Delegation had proposed a change 
in Article 44 of the Bulgarian Peace Treaty (See appendix F). By 
this proposal the Greek Delegation asked solely that 
Article 44 it be treated in the same manner as the Slav [Serd]- 
Croat-Slovene State, and it had appeared difficult to 
refuse the addition requested. The Drafting Committee upon being 
consulted had approved of the text drawn by the Greeks. 
(After a short discussion it was decided to insert the following 
paragraph in Article 44 of the Peace Treaty with Bulgaria, in accord- 
ance with the request of the Greek Delegation : 


“Bulgarian nationals, however, who became resident in this territory 
after October 18, 1912, will not acquire Greek nationality without a 
permit from Greece.”) 


M. Kammerer said that the Greek Delegation had formulated cer- 
tain objections with regard to Article 46 by which Article Greece 
agreed to execute a special treaty for the protection 
Article 46 of minorities. The refusal to execute the article was 
based on the fact that no additional territory was 
given to Greece by the Bulgarian treaty. The committee on New 
States was of the opinion that this point was well taken and therefore 
proposed that Greece, while agreeing to sign the clause of the Bul- 
garian treaty obligating her to execute the minorities treaty, should 
not be compelled to sign the latter treaty until such time as she should 
be assured of the grant of new territories. 

(It was decided that a letter should be sent by the President of the 
Peace Conference to the Greek Delegation requesting the latter to 
accept Article 46 of the Bulgarian Peace Treaty and notifying them 
that the special treaty provided for in this article would not be sub- 
mitted for signature until such time as the Conference should be able 
to make known to the Greeks the territory which might be attributed 
to them.) 

M. Kammerer said that the Greeks had in addition raised certain 
objections with regard to the signature of special clauses in the treaty 

with Greece. The Committee on New States had re- 
eee eeente jected all the Greek proposals with the exception of 

that dealing with the option of nationalities. Should 
the Council accept the proposal of the Committee a simple modification 
of Article 3 of the proposed treaty with Greece would give effect to 
the objection. 
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(It was decided that Article 3 of the proposed treaty between the 
principal Allied and Associated Powers and Greece should be so 
modified as that the first paragraph should read as follows: 


“Greece recognizes as Greek nationals with full rights and without 
any formalities Bulgarian, Turk (or Albanian) nationals domiciled at 
the date of the entry into force of the present treaty, on territory 
transferred to Greece since January 1, 1913.[”]) 


(At this point Mr. Laroche and Mr. Kammerer withdrew, and Mr. 
Jouasset entered the room.) 
Mr. Jovasser said that the Greek Delegation had formulated certain 
objections relative to the reparations clauses in the 
fo) Benerauee Treaty of Peace with Bulgaria (See Appendix “F”’). 
The Commission on the Reparation of Damages had 
studied these criticisms and had submitted its report in the matter to 
the Secretary General. (See Appendix “G.”) 
It was decided to accept the proposal of the Reparations Commis- 
sion with regard to Article 121, the sixth paragraph of 


ao ee which should be amended to read as follows: 


“These sums shall be remitted through the Interallied Commission 
referred to in Article 180 of this part to the Reparation Commission 
created by the Treaty of Peace with Germany of June 28, 1919, such 
as it is constituted by the Treaty with Austria of September 10, 1919, 
(Part VIII, Annex II, Paragraph 2) ; This Commission is referred to 
hereinafter as the Reparations Commission. It will assure the effect- 
ing of payments in conformity with the arrangements already made.” 


After a short discussion it was decided to accept the proposal of the 


Delivery of Reparations Commission and to add the following 
Bulgaria additional paragraph to Article 127: 


“In addition to the deliveries mentioned above, the Interallied Com- 
mission shall have the authority, should they recognize it as possible, 
to attribute to Greece, Roumania and the Serb-Croat-Slovene State 
during the two years which shall follow the entry into force of the 
present Treaty, such quantities of livestock as may appear to them 
justified; the value of these deliveries shall be placed to the credit of 
Bulgaria.” 


Mr. Jouasset then read that portion of the report of the Commission 
on Reparations dealing with this question. (See Appendix “G”, Para- 
graph II.) He said that the French Delegation had 

Debts of Bulgaria © made a proposal which, after liquidation of the debts 
ene and credits of Bulgaria to Germany, gave the Repara- 
tions Commission the right to decide whether the re- 

mainder of the Bulgarian debt should be demanded or whether Bul- 
garia should be granted certain terms or intervals of payment, or a 
complete remission of the debt. Such a formula would be simple and 
would not commit anyone to a fixed course of action in the future. It 
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would have the further advantage of giving satisfaction to the five 
small States and of nullifying any pretext which the latter might have 
to refuse advance payments accorded them by the Allies. On the other 
hand, if a part of the debt were remitted in the first instance to Bul- 
garia, an enemy Power, the small States might take advantage of this 
precedent and refuse to settle their debts to the Allies. 

Sm Eyre Crows said that the debt of Bulgaria in relation to Ger- 
many and Austria should not be compared to the debt of the different 
small States with relation to the Principal Allied and Associated Pow- 
ers. The British Delegation was of the opinion that changes in the 
text of the Treaty would constitute a sign of weakness and that the 
most simple course to pursue was to uphold the text in its present 
form. ; 

Mr. Porx said that it was certain that Bulgaria could not pay more 
than it was actually called upon. To make a change in the article in 
question would be to raise false hopes in the minds of the small Powers, 
that they might obtain something which they were certain not to re- 
ceive. He therefore believed that the text as drafted should be upheld. 

Mr. Scratosa said that the French proposal simply transferred the 
difficulty to the Reparations Commission. This would lead to a delay 
of three months, during which time Bulgaria would not be able to 
obtain the credit which she needed. It was to be feared that in addi- 
tion she would dispute certain of her debts, and such a loss of time 
might even result in the enhancement of the payment of such sums as 
she indisputably owed for the purpose of reparations. 

(After a short further discussion, it was decided to make no change 
in the text of Article 124 of the Treaty of Peace with Bulgaria.) 

(At this point Mr. Kammerer and Mr. Jouasset withdrew, and Mr. 
Serruys entered the room.) 

Mr. Serruys said that the Roumanian Delegation had presented 

three proposals regarding Articles 171, 175 and 177 of 
pan Reemousit the Treaty of Peace with Bulgaria. (See Appendix 

“H”,) The Economic Commission had studied these 
proposals and had submitted a report thereon to the Secretary Gen- 
eral indicating its opinion. (See Appendix “I”.) 

(After a short discussion, it was decided to accept the report sub- 
mitted by the Economic Commission: 

Article 171: The English text of Article 171 being the only one 
which is accurate, it was decided to revise the French and Italian 


texts to conform therewith. ; : 
Article 175: It was decided to maintain the text of this Article with- 

out change. The benefit of capitulations in Bulgaria in favor of 

Japan is upheld but is not to be extended to all the Allied and Asso- 


ciated Powers. 
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Article 177: The Roumanian proposal was rejected and the Article 
maintained without change.) 


4, On the proposal of M. Clemenceau, it was decided that the text 
of the conditions of the Peace with Bulgaria should be presented to 
the Bulgarian Delegation at the meeting of the Su- 


Presentation of 


the Treaty of preme Council on Friday, September 19, 1919, at 11: 00 
Bulgarien o’clock, in the Salle de l’Horloge, Quai d’Orsay. 
elegation 


The Meeting then adjourned. 
Horet pe Criito0n, Paris, September 17, 1919. 


Appendix A to HD-55 


[Mr. Frank L. Polk to the President of the Peace Conference 
(Clemenceau) | 


Parts, September 16, 1919. 

Dear Mr. Ciemenceav: I have been giving a good deal of thought 
to the subject we discussed yesterday, namely, what to do with the 
German forces in Lithuania. After taking the matter up with our 
experts and with my colleagues I have come to the conclusion that it 
would be most unwise at the present moment to authorize the use of the 
Polish troops against the Germans in case of their refusal. It would, 
in our opinion, probably bring on trouble in Silesia, thereby threaten- 
ing, if not destroying, the coal supply of Central Europe, a serious 
thing in itself, but it would also bring on a conflict between the Poles 
and the Baltic Provinces. Mr. Gibson, our Minister to Poland, is 
convinced that General Henrys will be of the same opinion. It would 
seem, therefore, wiser not to commit ourselves to the use of the Poles 
at present, but to wait until we see what attitude the Germans will take 
and then decide the question. 

In the light of existing circumstances I think this has a further ad- 
vantage, inasmuch as after the Treaty is ratified the German military 
forces will be reduced and Allied occupation of Silesia will be possible. 

I saw Mr. Lloyd George this morning and told him what our view 
was and attempted to see you, as I thought it was important that you 
should know our decision at the earliest possible moment. I will tell 
Mr. Tittoni this afternoon and will bring the matter up at the Confer- 
ence tomorrow so that our views can be formally recorded. I regret 
to have to change my views, but under the circumstances I feel I made 
a mistake yesterday in consenting to this arrangement. 

Believe me [etc.] Frank L. Porx 

M. Cremenceav 

President of the Peace Conference, 
Quai @ Orsay, Paris. 
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Appendix B to HD-55 


[Translation *] 
Note for the German Government 


3rd Section SEPTEMBER 16, 1919. 

(1) Article XII of the Armistice of November 11 stipulates that: 
“German troops at present in territories which before the war belonged 
to Russia shall withdraw within the frontiers of Germany as they 
were on August 1, 1914, as soon as the Allies shall think best, after tak- 
ing into account the internal situation of these territories.” 

Article 483 of the Treaty of Peace confirms these provisions in all 
points. 

(2) The Allied and Associated Governments, who on several oc- 
casions have requested Germany to carry out the evacuation of its 
troops from the Baltic Provinces,* have decided that this evacuation 
should be accomplished without any delay. 

Moreover, they are prepared to take, in agreement with the Gov- 
ernments of the Baltic Provinces, all suitable measures to ensure the 
maintenance of order and security in the Baltic territories after the 
withdrawal of the German troops. 

(3) The German Government is called upon, therefore, by the 
present note, to proceed immediately to the complete evacuation of its 
military forces from the Baltic Provinces, under the conditions and 
within the time limits of which the particulars are laid down in No. 
5 hereafter.* 

This complete evacuation is to apply not only to self-contained 
units, but also to general staffs and departments, and to all isolated 
German military units now stationed in Russian territory. 

(4) The German Government is held responsible for the carrying 
out of these stipulations. 

In case of non-execution, the Allied and Associated Governments 
have determined upon the necessary measures to enforce respect for 
their decision. 

In the event that they should be obliged to resort to these measures, 
all the German military remaining in Russian territory would be 
made prisoners of war. 


* Translation from the French supplied by the editors. 

*Notes of June 18, No. 3039; of August 1, No. 3637; and of August 24, No. 4050. 
[Footnote in the original. ] 

*No. 5 does not accompany the minutes. 
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Appendix C to HD-55 


GREEK DELEGATION 
TO THE 
PEACE CONFERENCE 


Supplementary Remarks on the Peace Conditions With Bulgaria 


Paris, September 13, 1919. 


Pursuant to its note of September 9 the Greek Delegation has 
the honor to submit to the examination of the Supreme Council of 
the Conference the following supplementary remarks on the subject 
of the frontier line indicated in Articles 27, 30 (page 22). 

The proposed frontier in Western Thrace is composed of two parts, 
one of which runs from west to east, the other from north to south; 
the latter follows for most of its length the Bulgarian Turkish frontier 
of 1913. 

If this second part of the line were to be definitely maintained it 
would offer, from the ethnographic and military points of view, 
serious disadvantages, to which the Greek Delegation thinks it its 
duty to call the attention of the Supreme Council of the Conference. 


I. 


The Bulgarian Turkish frontier of 1918 in Western Thrace, south 
of the Arda, cuts in two, and more or less at right angles to the 
thalweg of this river, the basin of the Kisildeli, a tributary of the 
Maritsa. 

The trace proposed would leave thus to Bulgaria the upper valley 
of the Kisildi, taking in the principal part of the casa [Caza?] of Orta- 
koui. 

Now, except for the north-west district, in which are grouped most 
of the Bulgarians living in the region (4060 souls) the rest of the 
casa has a population essentially Mussulman and Greek; the first 
numbering 15,273 souls, the second, 14,562. This would therefore be 
subjecting nearly 30,000 inhabitants to the Bulgarian yoke, from 
which, after having equally suffered from it, Greeks and Mussul- 
mans ask only to be delivered. 


II. 


To avoid this serious disadvantage, the Greek delegation has the 
honor to propose that, in this region, the Bulgarian frontier be 
traced along the crest which closes the basin of the right bank of the 
Arda, from Douk-Doumanlik-Dag (east extremity of the Tokatjik) 
to midway between the villages of Papas-koui and Orta-koui, then 
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following the crest which runs from south to north, west of the 
village Karatope, as far as the course of the Arda; then the course 
of the Arda to its junction with the Bulgarian-Turkish frontier of 
1918; and from there, the line of this frontier to the Maritsa. 

This line would not only be more in conformity with the ethno- 
graphic situation of the country, but it would offer, from the strategic 
point of view, an incontestable advantage over the frontier indicated 
in Articles 27 and 30. 


{Appendix D to HD-55] 


[Translation °] 
HELLENIC DELEGATION 
TO THE PEACE CONGRESS 


The Secretariat of the Greek Delegation, in continuation of its 
previous comments on the subject of the conditions of peace with Bul- 
garia, has the honor to submit to the Secretariat General of the Peace 
Conference: 

(1) A draft of a paragraph to be added to article 50 of the draft 
treaty with Bulgaria, concerning the protection of minorities. 

(2) A draft of a paragraph to be added to article 56, on the subject 
of the protection of minorities and relating to voluntary emigration. 

Paris, September 15, 1919. 

SECRETARIAT GENERAL OF THE Prace CONFERENCE 

Quai @ Orsay. 


[Enclosure 1] 


TREATY WITH BULGARIA 


Draft of a Paragraph To Be Added to Article 50 of the Treaty With 
Bulgaria 


(Protection of Minorities) 


“The adherents of the Greek Patriarchate who will elect to con- 
tinue to reside in Bulgaria are attached, from the ecclesiastical point 
of view, to the Ecumenical Patriarchate of Constantinople. Their 
communities in Bulgaria are recognized as legal persons, capable in 
particular of holding property and of maintaining churches and 
schools which use the Greek language, and in which freedom of at- 
tendance is guaranteed.” 


* Translation from the French supplied by the editors. 
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[Enclosure 2] 
TREATY WITH BULGARIA 
Draft of a Paragraph To Be Added to Article 56 
(Protection of Minorities and Voluntary Emigration) 


Article 56, paragraph 2 


“Bulgaria undertakes to recognize the provisions which the Prin- 
cipal Allied and Associated Powers shall adopt regarding the recipro- 
cal and voluntary exchange of racial minorities.” 


Appendix E to '‘HD-55 
Report of the Commission on the New States 
BULGARIAN TREATY 
Reciprocal and Voluntary Emigration in Macedonia 


On September 4 the Supreme Council accepted the report of the 
Commission on the new States on a proposal of Mr. Venizelos tending 
to the establishment of mixed commission to facilitate the emigra- 
tion in Macedonia.* It authorized that Commission to agree with 
Mr. Venizelos on the best way to give full effect to the proposals of 
the latter, the principle of which had seemed excellent to the Com- 
mission on the new States. 

However, since the Drafting Committee had asked an immediate 
answer as to the final draft of the Bulgarian Treaty, which was to 
be delivered the next day, the Supreme Council has decided to give up 
any insertion in that Treaty of the clauses relative to reciprocal 
emigration in the Balkans, clauses whose drafting have not yet been 
discussed. 

Following the decision of September 5 [4], the Commission on the 
new States has entered into relation with Mr. Venizelos who declared 
himself in accord in principle with the proposed text. But the Greek 
Delegation observed that if no provision on that subject was inserted 
in the Treaty with Bulgaria there was no possibility to make that 
State accept that draft willingly. 

That remark is correct. Since, on account of a delay, the Treaty 
with Bulgaria had not yet been delivered and it does not seem that 
it is going to be delivered for several days, the Commission on the new 
States, unanimously in accord with the Greek Delegation takes the 


*HD-47, minute 4, and appendix F, pp. 101, 114. 
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liberty to submit to the Supreme Council the following draft which 
should be imposed on Bulgaria as alinéa 2 of Art. 56 in the section 
on the protection of the minorities: 

“Bulgaria undertakes to recognize the provisions which the Prin- 


cipal Allied and Associated Powers shall deem opportune relative 
to the reciprocal and voluntary emigration of the ethnic minorities.” 


Appendix F to HD-55 
[Note From the Greek Delegation] 


REMARKS ON THE PEAcE ConpiTI0oNs WirH BULGARIA 


After having noted the peace conditions with Bulgaria which the 
Secretary General of the Conference communicated to it yesterday, 
the Greek Delegation hastens to submit to the examination of the 
Supreme Council the following remarks, which it requests the Council 
to take into account in the final draft of the Treaty which will be 
presented to the Bulgarian plenipotentiaries. 


I.—POLITICAL CLAUSES 
(Articles 44 and 46.) 


1.—Article 44 contains no reserve on the subject of the automatic 
acquisition of Greek nationality by Bulgarian nationals established 
in the territories assigned to Greece. 

It is otherwise, in Article 39, on the subject of the acquisition of 
Serb-Croat-Slovene nationality, which is acquired by Bulgarian na- 
tionals established in the territories assigned to the Serb-Croat- 
Slovene State later than January 1, 1910, only by virtue of an authori- 
zation from this state. 

This provision is inspired by analagous clauses contained in the 
Peace Treaty with Germany (Articles 36, 53, 91, and 112) on the 
subject of the settlement of the questions of nationality in the rela- 
tions of this state with Belgium, France, Poland and Denmark. 

The Greek Government has already, before the Commission on the 
New States, expressed the wish that, by analogy, it be specified that 
the acquisition of Greek nationality only by its authorization to the 
Bulgarian nationals who may have established themselves on the ter- 
ritories assigned to Greece, later than the beginning of the Balkan 
Wars (October 18, 1912) or than the Treaty of Bucarest (August 10, 
1913) ,7 which brought them to an end. 


" British and Foreign State Papers, vol. cv1t, p. 658 


246 THE PARIS PEACE CONFERENCE, 1919, VOLUME VIII 


The Greek Delegation has, in consequence, the honor to propose 
that Article 44, on the model of Article 39, be completed by a second 
paragraph as follows: 

“However, Bulgarian nationals who may have established them- 
selves in these territories later than October 18, 1912, shall be able 
to. acquire Greek nationality only on the authorization of Greece.” 

2.—Article 46, relative to certain engagements on the part of Greece 
concerning the protection of minorities and the freedom of transit, 
does not seem to find its proper place in the Treaty with Bulgaria. 
Analogous provisions, inserted in the Treaty with Germany, for 
Poland, or in the Treaty with Austria, for Czecho-Slovakia, Rumania 
and the Serb-Croat-Slovene State, figure in these treaties as the coun- 
terpart of the territorial acquisitions realized by the said states by 
virtue of these treaties. 

Article 46 has no counterpart in the Treaty with Bulgaria, since 
Greece realizes no territorial acquisition by this Treaty. 

It would be, it seems, better placed in the later treaty which is to 
settle the new frontiers of Greece, on the subject of which the Greek 
Delegation has the honor to recall the fact that it maintains terri- 
torial claims in Thrace. 

II.—REPARATIONS 


(Articles 121, 124, 127) 


_ 1, Article 121, paragraph 6, establishing the powers of the Repara- 
tion Commission on the subject of the payment of the war indemnity 
imposed on Bulgaria, mentions the Commission created by the Treaty 
with Germany. However, since the signing of that Treaty, the com- 
position of the Reparation Commission has been changed in the 
Treaty with Austria (Article 175 and Annex II, Article 2), which 
admitted to it, under certain modalities, the collaboration of a Greek 
delegate. 

If the Reparation Commission were to remain from [for?] Bul- 
garia as it was created by the Treaty with Germany, Greece would 
not be represented on it, while the Serb-Croat-Slovene State would. 
There would thus be created a situation strange, to say the least: 
Greece would have a representative for Austria, with whom she has 
interests relatively secondary, while she would have none with Bul- 
garia, with which her interests are vital and of first importance. 

The Greek Delegation is of the opinion that it would be just and 
logical to. change Article 121, paragraph 6, taking as a basis the 
aforesaid texts of the Treaty with Austria; a Greek delegate should 
be added to the Commission, with the right to take part in the de- 
bates and to vote whenever questions concerning Greece were being 
examined. 
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2. Article 124 stipulates that Bulgaria recognizes the transfer pro- 
vided by Article 261 of the Treaty with Germany and the correspond- 
ing articles of the Treaty with Austria, Hungary and Turkey, to the 
profit of the Allied and Associated Powers, of all the credits of her 
former Allies with regard to her. But it adds, in its second para- 
graph, that the Allied and Associated Powers undertake to enter 
against Bulgaria no further claims under this head, for the reason 
that they have taken these credits into account in fixing the sum 
to be paid by Bulgaria at two billion, two hundred and fifty million 
francs (2,250,000,000 francs). 

Under the form of a remission of debt, this is a liberality pure and 
simple, which, shown to a hostile country charged with so many mis- 
deeds, seems all the more unjust and shocking since it is done at the 
expense of Allied and friendly states, who have suffered cruelly from 
the war and have been the victims of Bulgaria. 

However unusual may be the form of such a clause in a chapter 
dealing with the reparation due by Bulgaria, one might, as to content, 
understand it if by fixing at 2,250,000,000 francs the sum total to be 
paid by this state, the extreme limit of its capacity to pay had been 
reached. 

But it is nothing of that sort. The Delegations of the principal 
states concerned have tried to establish, and they think they have 
established, before the second Sub-Commission on Reparation, that 
Bulgaria can perfectly well pay more as reparation. No account has 
been taken of their argument, but it has never been shown to be false. 

As to the Greek Delegation, it can only continue to be of the opinion 
that the sum of 2,250,000,000 is far within Bulgaria’s capacity to 
pay. 

It considers, therefore, that Article 124 consecrates a veritable in- 
justice, by depriving Greece of a part of the right that she acquires by 
virtue of Article 261 of the Treaty with Germany, not only because 
the sum total fixed by Article 121 is far below Bulgaria’s ability to 
pay, but also because, as a result of the proposed liberality, Bulgaria 
will find herself in regard to her foreign debt, in a situation more 
favorable than her neighbors, and notably Greece. 

Under these conditions, the Greek Delegation is of the opinion that 
if it is just to take into account Bulgaria’s ability to pay, it would be 
entirely iniquitous not to take into account the ability of Greece, in 
order to avoid a disproportion of charges between the two countries 
which would make it possible for Bulgaria to rise in spite of her 
crimes, while it would condemn Greece to vegetate inspite of her 
sufferings and her victory. 

The Greek Delegation appeals to the Supreme Council’s sense of 
justice to request the suppression of paragraph 2 of Article 124. 
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3. Article 124 [127] obliges Bulgaria to deliver to Greece, as resti- 
tution of animals taken by her in the course of the war from Greek 
territories, various categories and quantities of livestock, forming a 
total of 12,015 head. 

More than once the Greek Delegation has already had the honor to 
call the attention of the Reparation Commission to the fact that the 
livestock removed by Bulgaria reaches a total of 313,411 head, of which 
87,087 were carried away by the Bulgarians of Eastern Macedonia 
after the armistice and in express violation of its provisions. 

The quantity fixed by Article 127 therefore represents only 4% 
of the total losses of Greece, or 15% of the losses after the armistice. 

Greece might doubtless be satisfied with this if Bulgaria were not 
able to make larger restitution without her livestock suffering greater 
loss than she imposed on her neighbors. But this is not true. Accord- 
ing to Bulgarian statistics themselves, Bulgaria had in 1910 nearly 
thirteen million head of livestock ; since then, her livestock has consid- 
erably increased by natural increment, by the acquisition of livestock 
in the provinces acquired after the Balkan Wars, and finally as the 
result of innumerable thefts from Serbia, Rumania and Greece. In 
Greece, on the contrary, the livestock, diminished by the Bulgarian 
thefts, has literally been decimated to supply for three years the most 
urgent needs of the Allied and Greek troops, which, on account of the 
difficulties and dangers of transport, have very often been obliged to 
live off of the country. 

Under these conditions, the quantities of livestock which Article 125 
[127] indicates as being due to Greece, beyond the fact that they are 
infinitesimal in proportion to the losses suffered by the Greek livestock, 
represent only an insignificant part of the assets that Bulgaria might 
consent to abandon to her neighbors, still keeping a number of live- 
stock greater than theirs. 

The Greek Delegation insists, therefore, that Bulgaria be obliged 
to deliver to Greece at least the quantity of livestock taken by her 
after the Armistice, that is, 87,087 head. 


Appendix G to HD-55 


COMMISSION ON 
REPARATION OF DAMAGES 


Finance Ministry, 
Paris, September 12, 1919. 


Note for the Secretariat General of the Conference 


The Secretariat of the Reparations Commission of the Peace Con- 
ference haying received in the evening of September 11th, three letters 
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emanating from the Greek (Annex I attached hereto) ,® Rumanian 
(Annex IT) and Serb-Croat-Slovene (Annex IIT) Delegations, and 
concerning the project of the Treaty with Bulgaria, the Reparations 
Committee met on September 12th at 10:80 to deliberate on the matter. 

The Commission esteemed in the first place that the letter from the 
Jugo-Slav Delegation called for no action. 

Concerning the request of the Greek and Rumanian Delegations, 
which introduced three important questions, the Commission emits 
the following views: 


I.— REPRESENTATION ON THE REPARATIONS COMMISSION 


The Commission proposes to the Supreme Council that satisfaction 
be given one of the requests of the Greek Delegation and that, in con- 
sequence, the sixth paragraph of Article 121 of the Peace Conditions 
with Bulgaria be modified as follows by adding the underlined words 
below: 


“These sums shall be remitted through the Inter-Allied Commission 
referred to in article 180 of this part to the Reparation Commission 
created by the Treaty of Peace with Germany of June 28, 1919, such 
as it is constituted by the treaty with Austria of September 10, 1919 
ey EU UE LOT CP LOler LU, ty ie 
(Part VII, Annex II, paragraph 2) ; this commission is referred to 


hereinafter as the Reparations Commission. It will assure the effect- 
ing of payments in conformity with the arrangements already made.” 


This modification causes Greece, Poland, Rumania, the Serb-Croat- 
Slovene State and Czecho-Slovakia to have representation by a com- 
mon delegate to the Reparations Commission when the Commission 
will take up the application of the Treaty with Austria. The actual 
text does not accord representation to Greece, Poland, Rumania or 
Czecho-Slovakia. 

On the other hand, the Commission did not think it possible to agree 
to the request made by Greece, that she be accorded a special repre- 
sentative on the Reparations Commission. 


I1.—Txe Dzsrs or Burcarta Wire Revation to Germany, AUSTRIA, 
ETC. 


The Greek Delegation protests against Article 124, Paragraph II, 
of the Peace Conditions with Bulgaria, by which the Allied and Asso- 
ciated Powers, although supporting the transfer for their profit of 
the credits of Germany, Austria, Hungary and Turkey on Bulgaria, 


* The annexes do not accompany the appendix. For the text of the Greek letter, 
see appendix F, supra. : 
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in fact they undertake to formulate no claim under this head against 
this latter Power. 

The Commission deemed that it was not necessary to modify Article 
124 because the limit of Bulgaria’s paying capacity appeared to it to 
be reached by the obligations imposed on that country as reparations 
and because they thought it preferable that all the sums the payment 
of which are to be obtained from Bulgaria be paid under a reparations 
head, 

A proposition made by the French Delegation, tending not to have 
this remission of debt officially affirmed, or to leave it open only to 
possibility, was not recognized ; the American and British Delegations 
pronounced themselves against it and the Italian Delegation expressed 
reserve. 

TIT.—Detivery or Stock By Buiesrra 


The Greek and Rumanian Delegations request that the totals car- 
ried in Article 127 of the Peace Conditions with Bulgaria be raised 
regarding the delivery of stock which Bulgaria is to make to their 
countries. 

The Commission does not think this request opportune. But it ap- 
peared to the Commission possible that provision be made that supple- 
mentary deliveries might, at the will of the Inter-Allied Commission 
which will operate at Sofia, be attributed to the countries interested. 
These deliveries would be subordinate to economic, political and other 
possibilities—they would be calculated by the Inter-Allied Commis- 
sion itself and would be made, no longer as a restitution claim and 
aside from reparations, but under the head of reparations and their 
value would be placed to the credit of Bulgaria. 

In consequence the Commission proposes to add to Article 127 an 
additional paragraph conceived as follows: 


“In addition to the deliveries mentioned above, the Inter-Allied 
Commission shall have the authority, should they recognize it as pos- 
sible, to attribute to Greece, Rumania and to the Serb-Croat-Slovene 
State during the two years which shall follow the entry into force 
of the present treaty, such quantities of stock as may appear to them 
justified; the value of these deliveries shall be placed to the credit of 
Bulgaria”. 


For the American Delegation: E, L. Dresen 
For the British Delegation: S. D. WALEY 


For the French Delegation: G. JoUASSsET 
For the Italian Delegation: M. D’AmeEtiIo0 
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Appendix H to HD-55 
RUMANIAN DELEGATION 
TO THE 
PEACE CONFERENCE 


Paris, September 9, 1919. 
To: The Secretary General of the Peace Conference. 


The Rumanian Delegation to the Economic Commission, while 
thanking the Secretariat General of the Peace Conference for send- 
ing the draft of the Peace Treaty with Bulgaria, which it has just 
received, wish to call attention to the fact that, probably by an error 
in the transposition of a phrase in the text of Article 171 of the 
French edition, the following draft is found in this text: 


“Bulgaria recognizes as being and remaining abrogated all treaties, 
conventions or agreements that she has concluded, before August 1, 
1914, or since that date, until the entry into force of the present 
Treaty, with Russia or with any other State or Government whose 
territory formerly constituted a part of Russia after August 15, 
1916, as well as with Rumania, until the coming into force of the 
present Treaty”. 


in place of the draft, which corresponds exactly with the draft of 
the same article in the English and Italian editions, should be as 
follows: 

“Bulgaria recognizes as being and remaining abrogated all trea- 
ties, conventions or agreements that she has concluded, before August 
1, 1914, or since that date until the entrance into force of the present 
Treaty, with Russia, as well as with Rumania, after August 15, 1916, 
until the entrance into force of the present Treaty.” 


In calling your attention to this subject, the Rumanian Delegation 
requests that arrangements be made to change the text to conforr 
with the latter draft, before it is sent to the Bulgarian Delegation: 

Although it has already stated in its note of August 30, 1919, 
handed to the Secretariat General of the Economic Commission, rela- 
tive to Article 244, paragraph 1, of the Treaty with Austria, which 
corresponds with Article 177, paragraph 1, of the Treaty with Bul- 
garia, that the provisions of these texts do not apply to Rumania, 
the Rumanian Delegation thinks, nevertheless, that it should call the 
attention of the Conference to the fact that the provisions contained 
in the texts are contrary to the good and just principles admitted in 
the Treaty with Germany in favor of all the Allied and Associated 
Powers. 


510124—46—-VOL. VIII CT 





952 THE PARIS PEACE CONFERENCE, 1919, VOLUME VIII 


Consequently, the Rumanian Delegation requests that in the Treaty 
with Bulgaria a return be made to the principles which, in the 
matter of liquidations, have been admitted in the Treaty with 
Germany. 

The Rumanian Delegation to the Commission on Prisoners has the 
honor to communicate to the Secretary General of the Peace Confer- 
ence the satisfaction that it feels at seeing admitted in the Treaty 
with Bulgaria Article 113, proposed by the Rumanian Delegation— 
to which adhered also the Delegations of the Kingdom of the Serbs, 
Croats and Slovenes and Greece, referring to the Inter-Allied In- 
vestigating Commission on the subject of prisoners of war and in- 
terned civilians. The drafting of this article constitutes an act of 
profound justice towards the unhappy prisoners of war and interned 
civilians, in whose name we beg you to accept our heart-felt thanks. 


Appendix I to HD-55 
CONFERENCE ON 
PEACE PRELIMINARIES 
ECONOMIC COMMISSION 


148 Paris, September 12, 1919. 
From: The Secretary General of the Economic Commission. 
To: The Secretary General of the Peace Conference. 


The Rumanian Delegation has entered three objections to the text 
of the Treaty with Bulgaria, concerning Articles 171, 175 and 177. 

Concerning Article 171, the decision taken by the Supreme Council 
on September 3 admits of no doubt, and it is evident that the text 
as it appears in the Treaty arises from an error, as is shown more- 
over in the obvious divergence between the French Text and the 
Italian Text. 

The French text should be changed so as to read: “as well as with 
Rumania after August 15, 1916, until the entrance into force of the 
present Treaty”. (ainsi gwavec la Roumanie aprés le 15 aott 1916 
jusqwa la mise en viqueur du présent traité.) 

In the Italian text the change has been made; it is necessary to add: 
“until the entrance into force of the present treaty”. (fine all’entrata 
in vigoro del presento trattato.) 

Concerning Article 175, paragraph 2, it has not seemed possible to 
extend this provision to all the Allied and Associated Powers, because 
in that case the benefit of the capitulations in Bulgaria would have 
been accorded to Powers which are themselves subject to that regime. 


The Text is therefore to be maintained, unless the Supreme Council 
decides otherwise. 


* HD-46, minute 6, p. 82. 
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Article 177 of the Treaty with Bulgaria takes into account the 
principles accepted in the Treaty with Germany (Articles 297 h, 2) 
and in the Treaty with Austria (Articles 249, 7, and Article 267 ae 

In this matter, the remarks contained in the Rumanian Note of 
September 9 ” seem to be without foundation. 

D. Serruys 
Secretary General of the Economic Commission 
of the Peace Conference 

” Appendix H, supra. 


Paris Peace Conf. 180.08501/56 HD-56 


Notes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers Held in M. Pichon’s Room at the Quai d’Orsay, Paris, 
Thursday, 18 September, 1919, at 11 a.m. 


PRESENT 
UNITED STATES OF 
AMERICA BRITISH EMPIRE FRANCE 
Hon, F. Polk ; Sir Eyre Crowe M. Pichon 
Secretary Secretary Secretaries 
Mr. L. Harrison Mr. H. Norman M. Dutasta 
M. Berthelot 
M. de Saint Quentin 
ITALY JAPAN 
M. Scialoja M. Matsui 
Secretary Secretary 
M. Barone Russo M. Kawai 


Joint Secretariat 


Unirep STATES oF AMERICA ...... Mr. C. Russell 
MRANOR Tess chanle ales ae creme rons Captain Portier 
TAT Ma Motels coud Ramos, cutawsales mala M. de Carlo 


Interpreter—M. Camerlynck 
The following were also present for the items with which they were concerned. 


UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 


General Bliss 
Hon. H. Gibson 
Lt. Col. Greene 
Major Tyler 
Mr. A. Dulles 


BRITISH EMPIRE 

Hon. H. Nicolson 
General Gough 
General Sackyille- West 
Colonel Kisch 

Captain Abraham 


FRANCE 

Marshal Foch 

General Weygand 

M. Tardieu 

M. Laroche 

M. de Montille 

ITALY 

Colonel Castoldi 

M. Galli 

M. Dell’Abbadessa 
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M. Picwon said that M. Clemenceau would not be able to attend 
the meeting and that he had asked him to make his excuses for him. 
I. M. Picron said that he thought the question should be examined 
at once. He did not think it necessary to read the two letters which 


; Mr. Barnes had sent to M. Clemenceau on September 
Admission of 


German and 12 and September 17. (See Appendix “A”.) 

Delegates to the Mr. Pox said that Mr. Barnes had concluded his 
ternational “ 

Labor Congress letter of September 12 by saying that, as M. Clemen- 


ceau had learned on the preceding day, Mr. Polk had 
refused to involve his Government, although on the previous day he 
had given both M. Clemenceau and Mr. Barnes to understand that 
this accomplishment was within the range of possibility. He did not 
believe that this statement was quite correct. He had talked that 
morning with M. Clemenceau, who agreed with him. He did not 
think that it was the duty of the American Government to invite the 
German and Austrian delegates to attend the Conference at Wash- 
ington. He thought that if the Council maintained its resolution of 
September 11, and if the German and Austrian delegates were invited 
to take part in the work of the Congress, the American Government 
would be entirely prepared to facilitate their voyage and accord the 
necessary passport facilities, in order that these delegates could go to 
Washington in anticipation of being invited to attend the Conference. 
Mr. Barnes had not exactly understood him when he said that the 
American Government were prepared to invite the delegates. 

M. Picuon said that the American Government was ready to facili- 
tate the journey of the delegates and that the American Government 
would inform the two countries in question. 

Mr. Pox said that the American Government would do this if the 
Council entrusted them with this task and they would not do it on 
their own initiative. When the question had previously been dis- 
cussed, the Italian delegate had raised the question of an invitation. 
M. Clemenceau had energetically refused to agree that this invitation 
should be sent in the name of the Council and Mr. Balfour and he had 
held the same view. What Mr. Barnes asked was that the American 
Government take the responsibility for this invitation and communi- 
cate it to the German and Austrian delegates. He felt that this could 
only be done if the American Government were requested by the 
Council to do so. 

M. Picuon said that Mr. Polk had stated what had occurred. The 
Conference had rejected the proposal of M. Scialoja and had taken the 
resolution which was still in force. The question now was whether 


*HD-52, minute 4, p. 185. 
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the American Government would consent to inform the German and 
Austrian delegates that they could go to Washington, that the neces- 
sary arrangements for the journey would be made and that they 
should await the decision of the Congress at Washington, which alone 
was able to decide as to whether or not they were to be admitted. 

Mr. Pork said that he did not wish to continue a discussion which 
concerned only a question of form. He was ready to inform the 
German and Austrian delegates unofficially in the name of the Ameri- 
can Government, that they would receive every facility for their 
journey. He thought the time might be saved if Mr. Barnes, Mr. 
Gompers and their French and Italian colleagues informed the Ger- 
man and Austrian delegates unofficially that they would undoubtedly 
be permitted to participate in the Conference. 

Str Eyre Crowe said that he agreed with Mr. Polk that it was 
simply a question of form. He desired to say, however, that Mr. 
Barnes, in his letter of the 12th September, proposed simply that the 
decision taken by the Council on the preceding day be communicated 
to the German and Austrian Governments through the medium of 
the Secretariat General. 

M. Brrtuevor pointed out that it had been said that the notifica- 
tion in question should be communicated unofficially. Any communi- 
cation from the Secretariat General would, of necessity, be official. 

Mr. Pork said that the American Delegation were prepared to 
make this communication, if they were directed by the Council to 
do so. 

M. Scrarosa said that he thought it would be desirable to add to 
the communication that the American Government were prepared to 
facilitate the journey of the delegates, who should go to Washington 
before the opening of the Congress, in order that if they were per- 
mitted to participate, the work of the Congress should not be delayed. 
He considered it important that the workmen of the Allied and 
Associated Countries. should be able to say to their colleagues that the 
Council had not wished to make this invitation official, but that it had 
taken every precaution unofficially to ensure its decision being com- 
municated to the German and Austrian delegates. 

(It was agreed that the American Delegation should be requested 
in the name of the Conference to communicate to the German and 
Austrian Delegations the decision of September 11, 1919, regarding 
the admission of German and Austrian delegates to the International 
Labor Congress at Washington.) 

II. M. Picuon said that on the preceding day Gen- 


Draft Not : 
ae Gensan eral Weygand had been asked to prepare a text of a 
CeO note to be addressed to the German Delegation. 

pvesuation of the GENERAL WEYGAND then read the draft of the note. 


(See Appendix “B”.) 
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Mr. Porx said that the note provided for the evacuation not only 
of German units, but also of individual Germans, who, after being 
demobilized, had joined Russian units. He thought that the Allied 
and Associated Powers would be taking a risk in making a demand 
which the German Government might not be able to fulfil. He did 
not know what the United States Government would be able to do, 
if a situation arose where American citizens had enlisted in Mexican 
and Cuban units. He felt considerable doubt as to the legal obliga- 
tions of the Germans in this matter. 

GENERAL WEYGAND said that he had received documentary proof 
to show that the German Government encouraged enrollment of Ger- 
mans in Russian military units, and paid them by giving them land 
in Russia. This land did not belong to the German Government and 
the position of that Government was clearly illegal. General Gough 
was present and could give the Council much interesting information. 

Mr. Poxx said that he had also received the same information as 
to the action of the German Government. He thought that action, 
such as had been described, could be provided against in the future. 
But he did not know whether the Council could demand that the Ger- 
mans now there could be given up. It was a complicated legal ques- 
tion and he would be very glad to hear the views of M. Berthelot and 
M. Fromageot. 

M. Berrueror said that entire companies had passed into the Rus- 
sian Army. The draft could however be modified, so that note would 
be taken of Mr. Polk’s remarks. 

Mr. Pork said that the question was one of international law, so 
far as facts were concerned. Mr. Paderewski had shown him docu- 
ments which proved that these acts were abetted by the War Office 
at Berlin. He was satisfied with General Weygand’s draft in many 
respects, but he thought the text too broad. 

M. Picnon asked Mr. Polk whether he would be prepared to accept 
the draft in principle. It would be given to M. Fromageot, who 
would revise it from a legal point of view. 

Mr. Potx said he was prepared to do this, if M. Fromageot collabo- 
rated with Mr. James Brown Scott. 

Sir Eyre Crowe asked whether the military authorities thought 
that the threat in the last paragraph of the note was strong enough 
to have the desired effect. 

Marsnat Focu replied that he did not think so. It was the fourth 
communication on this subject, which had been made to the German 
Government. He saw no reason why it should be treated differently 
from the others. He suggested that the Council hear the opinion of 
General Gough. 

Mr. Potk asked whether Marshal Foch thought that the threat to 
use Polish troops would have the desired effect. 
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Marsuat Focu said that it was not only the question of the use 
of Polish troops; that the Allied Governments should bring pressure 
to bear with all their power and all their troops. Thus, there would 
be a beginning of action and the Allied and Associated Powers would 
be quite ready to march forward if the necessity therefor should 
arise. 

Mr. Pox said that there was a threat of military measures in the 
last lines of the draft note. There were objections to sending this 
fourth note, and he thought that the end desired could be accomplished 
by bringing economic pressure to bear. He was ready on his part to 
inform the German bankers that they would not be permitted to 
borrow money in the United States. 

Marswan Focu said that he had nothing to say in regard to this 
suggestion. 

(At this moment General Gough entered the room.) 

M. Picuon said that the Council would be grateful if General 
Gough expressed his views on the subject of the Baltic Provinces. 

GrNnERAL GoucH said that in his opinion the greatest danger in 
Northern Russia was the German danger. It was far more serious 
than the danger of Bolshevism. There was no doubt that there was 
a military plot in this region, and that General von der Goltz was at 
the head of it. The plan consisted in colonizing the Baltic States and 
raising a strong Russo-German Army, which would be outside of the 
territory of the Allies, and, in a certain degree, independent of the 
German Government. The persons responsible for this movement 
aimed at joining certain Russian parties, who were represented by 
General Yudenitch,? or if not by General Yudenitch himself, then 
by persons surrounding him. A great many people were ready to 
accept the German authority, as they considered it a means of regain- 
ing their rights and privileges at Petrograd, and in the surrounding 
regions. The German authorities did not hesitate to make promises 
to these people in this sense. If the Allies permitted this force to 
become constituted, the first result would be destruction of the happi- 
ness and liberties of the people of the Baltic Provinces. Then, the 
independence of Finland would be threatened. If the Allies per- 
mitted this plot to succeed, a series of murders and fighting and a 
state of tyranny would result, in the Baltic Provinces and perhaps in 
Russia. These peoples, instead of being given peace, would be given 
asword. There was also a great danger that this Russo-German force 
would some day be used against the Allies themselves. It was not 
impossible, in view of the demobilization of the Allies, that the Russo- 
German forces would outnumber the Allied forces in a few years, 


? Gen. Nicholas N. Yudenitch, commander in chief of the White Russian forces 
in the Baltic Provinces. 
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and a very grave menace for Europe would consequently result. He 
believed that the Allied and Associated Governments should insist 
upon the immediate withdrawal of the German Military Government 
and of the German forces. It would next be necessary to establish 
order and to lend assistance to the Governments of the Baltic Provinces, 
not only in giving them money, but in lending money, to let them 
pay for the goods which they would need from the Allied and Asso- 
ciated Powers. In other words, commerce should be restored. The 
Baltic peoples were rich enough to pay. He added that the peoples 
of the Baltic Provinces were well disposed toward the Allies. They 
differed very radically from the German and Russian population as 
well as from their own aristocracy, the Baltic baronsgwho were the de- 
scendants of the former German conquerors, The great middle class 
population was well disposed toward the Entente and had a cordial 
hatred of Germany. If the Allies assisted them in organizing, there 
would be a barrier, not only against Germany, but against Bolshevism 
as well. These people were radicals and democrats, but had no liking 
for Bolshevism. They would not accept Bolshevism, unless they were 
overrun by Germany or deserted by the Allies. In the latter event, 
they would undoubtedly prefer Bolshevism to German rule. If the 
Allied and Associated Powers established peace and restored the pros- 
perity of the Baltic peoples, it would be possible to give these peoples a 
free hand as regards Central Russia, and even to authorize them, if 
they wished it, to make peace. The Bolshevik danger was nowhere 
more threatening than in the interior of Russia, and the populations 
of these districts were desirous of resuming trade relations with the 
Baltic populations. Such relations would have a desirable effect. 

Sir Eyre Crows said that the question before the Conference was 
to consider the best means of compelling the German Government 
to withdraw its troops from the Baltic Provinces. It had been said 
that the German authorities favored the enrollment of their de- 
mobilized soldiers in Russian units, He wished to know what power 
the German Government had over the army of General von der 
Goltz, and its commander. He questioned whether Germany had 
really disarmed. He asked whether, if the demobilization should 
take place on the spot, it would not facilitate enlistments into Rus- 
sian units. 

Grenerat Goueu replied that the army of General von der Goltz 
would obey the orders of his [¢¢s?] commander. It was not a fact that 
the German Government had no authority over these troops, nor that 
they had favored demobilization on the spot and filled the country 
with military workmen. The Letts would murder these workmen, 
if they were left alone. The Germans in Latvia were soldiers, They 
were not demobilized and obeyed the orders of General von der Goltz. 
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They could impose themselves on this region only by force. It had 
been intended to found colonies of these men in the Baltic Provinces, 
but this had not as yet been done. 

Sir Eyre Crowe asked whether the orders of General von der Goltz 
would also be obeyed by isolated soldiers in Russian units. 

GeneraL Goucr said that he believed that they would. He held 
this opinion on account of a similar case, which had occurred pre- 
viously. When the Germans had evacuated Riga, they had provoked 
numerous conflicts. There existed at that time a Landwehr battalion 
composed of 9000 men, of whom 5000 were Germans. The Com- 
mander, Fletcher, was a German, as were most of his officers. In 
spite of protest from certain persons in the Baltic Provinces, it had 
been possible to send Fletcher, his officers and men, to Mitau, to join 
their army, and Fletcher himself had returned to East Prussia. To- 
day this Landwehr battalion was commanded by a British officer, 
Colonel Young, and there was not a single German in it. There was 
nothing to be feared on that side. It would be enough if the Ger- 
mans left the country and the Lettish Government were thoroughly 
installed, so as to be able to ward against any dangers. ‘There was 
no doubt of the fact that no German civilian could remain in these 
regions after the German army had left. They would be massacred 
by the population immediately. 

Mr. Potx asked whether the situation in Esthonia and Lithuania 
was different. 

GENERAL GoucH said that Lithuania had received more assistance 
from the Allies and was in a position to restore herself more rapidly. 
Esthonia, on the other hand, had been abandoned to the Germans for 
many months. 

Mr. Potx asked General Gough what he thought would be the 
effect if the Allies used Polish troops to force the Germans to evac- 
uate the Baltic Provinces. 

GENERAL GoucH replied that the use of Polish troops would lead 
to great confusion in the country and there would be ceaseless fight- 
ing. In his opinion, it would be advisable to search for other means, 
for the Allies ran the risk of seeing the Poles defeated and Poland 
reconquered by Germany. It was necessary to seek means of estab- 
lishing peace and not of provoking new wars. 

Mr. Pox asked General Gough whether he thought that economic 
pressure could be brought to bear. 

GENERAL GoucH replied that he thought this could be done, but 
both economic and moral pressure should be used at Berlin. If the 
German Government acted in good faith and really desired to with- 
draw these troops, there was nothing to prevent the evacuation of the 
Baltic Provinces. At the moment, the German Government was 
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really waiting to see which was the stronger, the Peace Conference 
at Paris, or General von der Goltz. There was no doubt that a plot 
existed and that the German Government were the masters of its 
fate, for the German Government were in a position [to] recall Gen- 
eral von der Goltz, if they wished to do so. 

M. Marsuz asked how large the German forces in question were. 

GENERAL GoucH replied that it was difficult to give the exact num- 
bers. The Germans had organized a sort of military cordon which 
prevented contact with the populations of the regions which the Ger- 
mans occupied. He believed that the army was composed of from 
40,000 to 100,000 men. He believed that the latter figure was too high, 
but he was not sure. He called attention to the fact that the German 
forces in the Baltic Provinces were supplied by a railway crossing East 
Prussia and terminating at Mitau. It would be a simple matter to 
stop this traffic and thereby endanger the rationing of the German 
forces. On the other hand, the evacuation of the German troops could 
be effected by way of Riga, although the Germans alleged that this was 
impossible. In the Libau district there were five German ships, which 
could be used for this purpose. 

Mr. Potx said that there was also at New York a number of German 
ships, which would be available. 

M. Marsut asked whether there would be a danger of Bolshevism in 
these regions after the Germans had withdrawn. 

GENERAL GoueH said that this danger would not exist, because the 
population was anti-Bolshevist, and, furthermore, because the Bolshe- 
viks were anxious to conclude peace with the Baltic Provinces, and 
were to recognize their independence up to a certain point. In any 
event, the Baltic Provinces were able to defend themselves by force of 
arms. 

Sir Eyre Crows said that if the German troops were dependent upon 
East Prussia for their supplies, the situation would improve after the 
ratification of the Peace Treaty, which provided for the occupation of 
Memel and the neighboring districts by Allied troops. The Treaty 
also provided for Interallied occupation of Allenstein. The army of 
General von der Goltz would consequently find itself isolated and 
without liaison with East Prussia, for it could communicate only with 
a small part of East Prussia, which would itself be isolated. He ex- 
pected that the treaty would be ratified in about three weeks’ time and 
suggested that it might be advisable to await the ratification of the 
Peace Treaty. 

GENERAL GoucH said that this was the case, but that General von 
der Goltz was not a person who would ignore these facts, and it was 
quite likely that he had availed himself of the delay by organizing 
stocks of provisions and munitions which would enable him to main- 
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tain himself for several months. It would be preferable to act im- 
mediately, for delay gave the Germans two advantages :—in the first 
place, it constantly diminished the moral influence of the Allied and 
Associated Governments in the country, by showing that the decisions 
of the Conference were not obeyed; in the second place, it gave the 
Germans time to prepare an offensive, if they intended to make one, 
and to accumulate all that was necessary for this operation. 

(M. Prcuon thanked General Gough for his statements and General 
Gough then withdrew.) 

M. Pricnon said that he had received the amendments prepared by 
M. Berthelot based upon the observations of Mr. Polk. 

M. Berrueror said that the article concerning the Germans isolated 
in the Russian forces could be changed so as to read as follows: 


“mais encore & tous les militaires allemands en groupe ou méme isolés, 
qui sur la suggestion ou avec l’appui des autorités allemandes, ont 
nominalement pris du service .. .”® 


Sir Eyre Crowe asked whether it was proposed that this text be 
adopted. He found himself in a somewhat delicate situation, for the 
original proposal concerning the evacuation of the Baltic Provinces 
had come from his Prime Minister. It was Mr. Lloyd George, who 
had proposed that Polish troops be utilized. After these proposals 
had been made, it had been decided that a note should be prepared in 
this sense.= The information, which had been given that day, showed 
that it would not be advisable to utilize Polish troops. The situation 
therefore was now quite different. If the Allied and Associated Gov- 
ernments did not add a threat and were not prepared to carry it out, 
the ultimatum would not be effective. Under these circumstances, he 
hesitated to agree to its being despatched. He asked whether it would 
not be more advisable to write a note to the German Government, say- 
ing that the Allied and Associated Powers did not believe the argu- 
ments which the German Government had used, that these Govern- 
ments knew that the German Government were in a position to insist 
upon the evacuation being effected, and that they were convinced that 
the German Government could carry it out. The German Govern- 
ment should be further informed that as they had not effected the 
evacuation nor paid any attention to the previous notes of the Council, 
the Allied and Associated Governments proposed to sever all com- 
mercial relations with them and to decide upon other measures of a 
similar nature. In his opinion, it was advisable to make no further 


. * “but ae = all German Saat in groups or isolated, who upon the sugges- 
tion or wi e approval of the German authorities, have nominall - 
ice...” [Translation by the editors.] 1 ER Pen 
*HD-53, minute 8, p. 211. 
*HD-54, minute 1, p. 218; appendix B to HD-55, p. 241. 
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demands, but to put the German Government face to face with a fait 
accompli. Before deciding upon this course, it would be necessary 
for all the Governments to agree as to the steps which they were pre- 
pared totake. So far as he was concerned, he would be glad to consult 
his Government, for it was probable that there would be complica- 
tions, so far as interrupting certain steps, which were already being 
taken, such as the repatriation of prisoners of war, was concerned, and 
he was not certain that the British Government would agree to the 
imposition of the blockade. Ifa decision were taken after forty-eight 
hours, the members of the Council would have an opportunity to con- 
sult their Governments and they could then decide upon the action to 
be taken. 

Mr. Potx said that in awaiting this decision, he would confer with 
members of the American Delegation and have it made known to 
Baron von Lersner at Versailles, that the American Government would 
suspend all financial agreements. 

(It was decided to postpone the decision concerning the despatch 
of a Note to the German Government, relative to the Evacuation of 
the Baltic Provinces, for 48 hours, in order to permit the various Dele- 
gates to consult their Governments as to the various means of pres- 
sure which could be brought to bear.) 

(At this point Marshal Foch and General Weygand withdrew.) 

III. M. Picwon said that the question had been 
Immediate raised on the preceding day and that Mr. Polk had then 
Western Thepee asked that it be postponed until the following day. 
Mites pec M. Tarprev read the draft resolution which he had 
prepared, which was worded as follows: “It is de- 
cided that the Bulgarian Government evacuate Western Thrace and 
the Strumitza Loop. General Franchet d’Esperey will give the nec- 
essary instructions for the evacuation and for the occupation of the 
evacuated territory by Greek troops, (in the region of Xanthi and 
Gumuldjina) and for the occupation of the remaining territory by 
Allied troops.” 

Mr, Potx said that he believed that the line went too far. Xanthi 
and Gumuldjina were beyond the line. He could not agree to have 
Greek troops occupy regions other than those which were to be at- 
tributed to them by the Peace Treaty. 

M. Tarorev said that he was of the same opinion. 

Mr. Potx said that General Bliss and the American Delegation 
believed that the proposal was a dangerous one and that it would lead 
to incidents similar to those which had occurred at Smyrna. He 
thought that trouble in this region was bound to occur and that the 
Allied Governments did not have the troops at their disposal, which 


264 THE PARIS PEACE CONFERENCE, 1919, VOLUME VIII 


it would be necessary to send there. He objected to the entire pro- 
ceeding and wished to protest and he would take no responsibility 
for what might happen for there would be no American troops in 
that country. He proposed that in the first place the territory should 
be occupied by French troops and that the Greek occupation should 
take place after the French occupation. 

M. Tarvrev said that General Franchet d’Esperey, whom he had 
consulted, did not believe that trouble would result. He thought, 
however, that. the text of the draft resolution should be altered so as 
to be satisfactory to Mr. Polk. 

Mr. Potx said that General Chretien ® held the same view that he 
did. So far as he was concerned he could only accept the proposal 
with the reserve already expressed and because of the fact that no 
American troops were to be sent. He asked whether it was proposed 
to maintain the local administration. 

Sm Eyre Crowe thought it would be inadvisable for the Council 
to bind themselves, for the Bulgarians might refuse to take the re- 
sponsibility. 

Mr. Potx suggested that the matter be referred to the Central 
Territorial Committee. 

M. Tarprev said that he proposed to suppress the last two lines of 
his proposition, from the words “by Greek troops”, and to add a second 
paragraph, which would be worded as follows: “This occupation will 
be undertaken first by Allied troops, who will be replaced by Greek 
troops in the zone indicated on the map enclosed herewith. The local 
administration will be continued.” 

Str Eyre Crows asked whether the words “by Allied troops” meant 
that Greek troops would participate equally in the occupation of the 
other zone. 

M. Tarprev said that this was not meant and that he referred to 
troops of the principal Allied and Associated Powers. 

M. Scrarosa said that it should be clearly understood that occupation 
by Greek troops was to be limited to the zone in question, and that these 
troops would not participate with the troops of the Principal Allied 
and Associated Powers in the occupation of the other zone. 

Mr. Pox said that it was important that the line should be defi- 
nitely established before it was brought to the attention of the military 
authorities, 

M. Tarprev said that this matter could be left to the Committee. 

(After a short discussion, in the course of which Mr. Polk renewed 
his reservation and declared that the proportion of Greek troops 


° Gen. Paul Chretien, of the French Army, Commander of the Allied forces in 
Bulgaria. 


THE COUNCIL OF HEADS OF DELEGATIONS 265 


appeared to him too great in proportion to that of the Allied troops, 
the following resolution was adopted: 


1. It was decided that the Bulgarian Government should evacuate 
Western Thrace and the Strumitza Loop. General Franchet d’Esperey 
should give the necessary instructions for this evacuation and for the 
occupation of the evacuated territory. 

2. The occupation should be effected by Allied troops. 

3. These troops might be Greek in the zone indicated in the map, 
attached herewith, when the Commander in Chief should consider it 
possible; the rest of Western Thrace should be occupied by Allied 
troops, other than Greek troops. 

4. The local administration would be continued.) 

IV. M. Picuon said that the Conditions of Peace 


Delivery of 


Conditions of would be delivered to the Bulgarian Delegation on the 
Bulgarian following day at the Quai d’Orsay at 10:30 a. m. 


Mr. Potx said that representatives of the American 
Press had asked him whether they would be admitted to this ceremony. 

M. Picuon said that the meeting would be different from those which 
had taken place with the German and Austrian Delegates. It had not 
been anticipated that representatives of the Press would. be present. 
It had been intended to transmit the conditions of peace to the Bul- 
garians through the medium of M. Dutasta, the Secretary General 
of the Conference, without any ceremony of any kind. M. Stancioff, 
the Secretary of the Bulgarian Delegation, had said that he thought 
this procedure somewhat uncomplimentary to the Bulgarian Delega- 
tion. The Supreme Council had then decided that the delivery of the 
Conditions of Peace should take place at the Quai d’Orsay in the 
presence of the Council. 

Mr. Potx said that he was willing to accept the opinion of the ma- 
jority, but he wished to place himself upon record as saying that he 
believed that the Conference had throughout shown a tendency to 
ignore the presence of the other Delegations. He knew that the heads 
of some of these Delegations felt that they had been ignored. The 
Delegation of the Serb-Croat-Slovene State and other Delegations 
particularly interested, felt that the matter was one which concerned 
them very closely and that they should be present at the ceremony. 

M. Picuon said that it would be possible to invite the Head of each 
of the Delegations. 

(After a short discussion, it was decided to invite to the Ceremony 
of the Delivery of the Conditions of Peace to the Bulgarian Delegation: 

Two Representatives of the Five Principal Allied and Associated 
Powers, and one Representative of each of the other Allied Powers 
who were signatories of the Treaty, 
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It was also decided that Representatives of the Press should be 
authorized to be present at the Meeting and that there should be five 
Representatives of each of the Principal Allied and Associated Powers 
and two of the other Powers.) 

The meeting then adjourned. 

Hore pe Crini0n, Paris, September 18, 1919. 


Appendix A to HD-56 


[The British Minister Without Portfolio (Barnes) to the President 
of the Peace Conference (Clemencean) | 


Orrices of THE War CABINET, 
2, WurrenaLt Garpens, 8. W, 
12 September, 1919. 


My Dear Monsieur Ciemenceav: As arising out of your decision 
yesterday,’ I am venturing to drop you a line, and, if I am breaking all 
the diplomatic rules and regulations, please understand that I am doing 
so because I do not know what they are, and possibly you may have 
ways and means of putting things through the proper channel. 

Your resolution of yesterday, authorised the American Government 
to pass German and Austrian delegates into America, and also that 
their passports should be visé on the way. But it makes no provision 
for America or any other Government taking the initiative in inviting 
the Germans and Austrians to proceed to America; and as you heard 
yesterday, Mr. Polk declined to commit his Government, although to 
you and me the day before, he indicated that it might be done. My 
suggestion is that the decision of yesterday should be sent on to the 
German and Austrian Governments by your Secretariat. 

Yours sincerely, Grorcr N. Barnes 


Copy of a Letter in Course of Transmission From Mr. G. N. Barnes to 
Monsieur Clemenceau 


Telephoned From London 5 p. m., September 17 


My Dear Monsieur Ciemenceav: I understand that the Heads of 
Delegations will consider tomorrow the suggestion I made in my 
letter to you of the 12th instant, viz:—that the decision taken on the 
previous day regarding admission of German and Austrian delegates 
to the Washington Labour Conference should be communicated to the 
German and Austrian Governments by your Secretariat. 


*HD-52, minute 4, p. 185. 
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It is not too much to say that the whole future of the Labour-Organi- 
sation may depend on the decision to be taken on this subject tomorrow. 

Yesterday I saw the leading members of the Parliamentary Com- 
mittee of Trades Union Congress who told me they could take part 
in the Washington Conference if the suggestion I had made to you were 
adopted; otherwise they definitely assured me they must abstain, 
and this would entail the abstention of representation of organized 
labour from Great Britain and probably elsewhere. 

This would mean the shipwreck of the Washington Conference. 
The Parliamentary Committee meet to decide the question finally to- 
morrow, and I beg that I may be placed in a position to assure them 
that my suggestion to you has been adopted. 

Yours sincerely, G. N. Barnes 


Appendix B to HD-56 
[Translation °] 


[Draft Note to the German Delegation Relative to the Evacuation of 
the Baltic Provinces] 


Mr. Present: The German Government’s note of September 3 
postpones once more, under unacceptable pretexts, the carrying out 
of the obligations undertaken by Germany by virtue of the provisions 
of article 12 of the Armistice of November 11, 1918, afterwards con- 
firmed by article 433 of the treaty of peace. 

The Allied and Associated Governments refuse particularly to 
admit that the German Government, in order to avoid the responsi- 
bility incumbent upon it, can shield itself behind the alleged inability 
to enforce obedience of its orders by the troops in the Baltic regions. 

They call upon the German Government, therefore, to proceed with- 
out any further delay to the evacuation of their troops from the 
Baltic Provinces, and to apply this evacuation not only to the self- 
contained German units and to their general staffs and services, but 
also to all isolated German officers and soldiers, including those who, 
after demobilization, have taken service in the ranks of organized Rus- 
sian corps in the Baltic Provinces. 

The evacuation must be started immediately, continued without in- 
terruption, and completely accomplished within the period of one 
month, ending on October 20. 

In case of non-execution within the prescribed conditions and time 
limit, the Allied and Associated Governments intend to take, without 


® Translation from the French supplied by the editors. 
510124—46—VOL. VIII 18 
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further notice, all measures of coercion which they shall judge appro- 
priate, and to maintain them in force until the complete execution 
of evacuation, such as the total or partial renewal of the blockade 
of Germany, the immediate cessation of all economic or financial 
facilities from which Germany now benefits through the Allied and 
Associated Powers or their nationals, the suspension of the repatria- 
tion of the prisoners of war, and if necessary, military measures 
designed to ensure directly the carrying out of their decisions. 
Please accept |[ etc. | 


His Excellency M. von Lerrsner, 
Chief of the German Delegation, 
Versailles. 


Paris Peace Conf. 180.03501/57 


HD-57 


Notes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers Held in M. Pichon’s Room at the Quai d’Orsay, Paris, on 
Friday, September 19, 1919, at 11 a.m. 


AMERICA, 
UNITED STATES OF 


Hon. F. L. Polk. 


Secretary 
Mr. L. Harrison. 


ITALY 
M. Scialoja. 
Secretary 


M. Barone Russo. 


AMERICA, UNITED STATES OF . 
galt apof aqanqel Commandant Portier. 
See sha ca cent M. Zanchi. 


FRANCE 


PRESENT 
BritisH EMPIRE WRANCE 
Sir Eyre Crowe. M. Pichon. 
Secretary Secretaries 


Mr. H. Norman. M. Berthelot. 


M. de St. Quentin. 


JAPAN 
M. Matsui. 
Secretary 
M. Kawai. 
Joint Secretariat 


. . Captain Chapin. 


Interpreter—M. Camerlynck 


The following were also present for the items in which they were concerned: 


AMERICA, UNITED STATES OF 


Hon. H. Gibson. 
Mr. A. W. Dulles. 


British EMPIRE 
General Sackville-West. 
Colonel Kisch. 


FRANCE 


M. Tardieu. 

M. Loucheur. 

M. Cambon. 
General Le Rond. 


ITALY 


Colonel Castoldi. 
M. Galli 
M. Brambilla. 


1. Mr. Pork asked whether any news had recently been received 
from the Military Mission in Hungary. 


Situation in 
Hungary 


M. Picwon said that he had received a telegram 
from Sir George Clerk dated September 12-13. 


(See 


Appendix A.) Several cypher telegrams had also arrived but had not 
yet been decoded. In view of this fact he proposed that the question 
be adjourned until the meeting of the Council on Monday. 
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Mr. Poxx said that he was in favor of M. Pichon’s proposal because 
he had received word from General Bandholtz to the effect that the 
latter was in process of organizing a police force for Budapest and 
hoped to conclude the negotiations on that day. Undoubtedly informa- 
tion on this subject would be available by Monday. : 

(It was decided to adjourn the discussion on this question until 
Monday, September 22nd.) 

2. (At this point M. Tardieu entered the room.) 

M. Tarptev stated that, in accordance with the resolution taken by 
the Council on the previous day, he had received from Messrs. Dulles 
and Nicolson a paper indicating a line of demarcation 
of the zones in Western Thrace. (See Appendix B.) 


Occupation of 


pe catennl Firece This note, to which a map had been annexed, he was 
Troops not able to accept, for he had understood that the 


region of Gumuldjina was to have been incorporated 
in the area in question. 

Mr. Pox said that he had no fundamental objection to the eventual 
attribution of this territory to Greece, but that he could not consent 
to its occupation at the present time by Greek troops. 

(After a short discussion it was decided to delay action on the resolu- 
tion taken by the Council on September 18th and to further study the 
question of the occupation of Thrace by the Allied troops at a future 
meeting of the Council.) 

(M. Tardieu then withdrew.) 

3. M. Cason read from and commented upon Report No. 5, trans- 
oer mitted to the Council by the Commission on Polish 
asters Galicia Affairs, on the subject of the status of Eastern 
Galicia. (See Appendix C.) 

Sir Eyre Crows said that in view of the fact that Poland, within its 
present boundaries, did not comprise all the territories 
which it possessed prior to its partition, he believed 
that it would be preferable to omit the second paragraph of the Pre- 
amble, which read as follows: 


(a) Preamble 


“Seeing that Eastern Galicia formed part of the former Kingdom of 
Poland until the partition of the latter.” 


(It was decided to delete the following paragraph from the text 
of the Preamble to the Treaty: 


“Seeing that Eastern Galicia formed part of the former Kingdom 
of Poland until the partition of the latter.”) 


M. Campon said that the Commission had been 
tp Gadices ie unanimous upon the draft of Articles 1 to 11 (inclu- 
sive) of the Treaty. 


*See HD-56, minute ITI, p. 268. 
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(It was decided to accept the first eleven articles as drafted by the 
Polish Commission for insertion in the proposed Treaty, regarding 
Eastern Galicia.) 

M. Cameon read the text of Article 12 as proposed 
(c) Article 12 by the Polish Commission, together with the addi- 
tional paragraph to this article proposed by. the 

British delegation. 

Mr. Potx said that he wished to ask M. Cambon a question regard- 
ing this article. In the first phrase the following clause appeared, 
“The Diet of Eastern Galicia shall legislate on the following matters.” 
He wanted to know whether, in the opinion of the Commission, this 
gave the Galician Diet the exclusive power to legislate upon the 
subjects enumerated in the article in question. 

M. Campon said that such was the intention of the Commission. 

M. Picuon added that the Diet would have complete sovereignty 
for the questions involved. 

M. Capon said that the Commission had been unanimous upon 
all the paragraphs in question. Nevertheless, the British delegation 
had asked that the following clause be added to the text: “Agrarian 
legislation passed by the Polish Diet shall only become applicable 
to Eastern Galicia if and when it is confirmed by the Eastern Galician 
Diet.” 

He added that agreement had not been reached upon this clause. 
The American, French, Italian and Japanese delegations had been 
opposed to inserting it and the British delegation had insisted upon 
its being put in. The Council was therefore obliged to decide the 
question. 

On July 6th the Polish Diet had passed an agrarian reform law 
of extreme importance which marked the beginning of the social 
transformation in Poland. By the provisions of this law the State 
became the owner of all forests in Poland. The Agrarian organ- 
ization of the Polish Republic was to be based primarily on the 
peasants’ farms, the creation of new farms by colonization and the 
enlarging of those actually in existence. The State was to decide 
upon the division of the land and in this process was to create large 
reserves by the following means: 

(1) From lands of which it was the owner; 

(2) Lands belonging to members of old reigning families or to 
branches of the latter; 

(3) Domains of the Russian Peasants’ Bank and of the Prussian 
Colonization Commission ; 

(4) Domains of the Bishoprics, Congregations, Convents, Monas- 
teries or other public institutions; 

(5) Domains formerly belonging to congregations, but not yet 
partitioned ; 


272 THE PARIS PEACE CONFERENCE, 1919, VOLUME VIII 


(6) Lands acquired through speculation and belonging to persons 
who had been convicted of having participated therein. 


The six categories of lands above mentioned were to furnish the 
basis upon which the distribution should first be made. Thereafter 
the distribution was to continue by withdrawing land from each large 
owner. Right of ownership was to be limited, no one individual to 
be allowed to possess a farm larger than 180 hectares. In certain 
regions, however, where the interests of agriculture might make it 
necessary, this maximum area could be increased to 400 hectares. 

He pointed out that these were the principles of reform which had 
been imposed upon the party of the Right, which represented the large 
landed proprietors. The latter did not appear to have accepted their 
defeat and were already preparing to contest viciously the passage of 
each of the organic laws necessary to effectuate this scheme. He added, 
for the information of the Council, that the above law had only re- 
ceived a majority of two votes. 

It appeared that the above provisions, which were very broad and 
diametrically opposed to the ideas regarding private property which 
had been held up to the present time, were not considered liberal 
enough by the majority of the Galicians. However, that may be, the 
question is to know whether these provisions can be applied “hic et 
nunc” to Galicia by the Polish administration or, whether, at the time 
a Diet shall be constituted in Galicia, the latter should give its opinion 
upon the application of this legislation or itself enact a special law. 
The British delegation believed that it was necessary for the Galician 
Diet to be called upon to give its opinion. The other delegations 
thought that this Agrarian law gave sufficiently favorable terms and 
adequately upheld the rights of private property owners vis-A-vis 
to [ste] the peasant class. 

Str Eyre Crows said that the question was in reality a larger one 
than the mere enforcement of a particular law, the merits of which 
he did not wish to pass upon at the present time. 

The main idea which had guided the Council in all its discussions 
on the autonomy of Eastern Galicia had been that a people was being 
dealt with who had retained marked sympathy for certain of its neigh- 
bors, more particularly Russia. It had always been the desire of the 
Council to look to the future with the possibility that this people might 
wish to ally itself with a regenerated Russia or any Ukrainian state 
which might be formed. It had been desired to allow the separation 
to be made from Poland, if such state of affairs became possible, and 
consequently the autonomy of the country was preferable to a mandate 
over it entrusted to the Poles. He thought that a line should be 
drawn between those matters on which uniformity of legislation could 
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be obtained without difficulty and issues on which the people of Eastern 
Galicia should be permitted to legislate alone. Uniformity on agrar- 
ian questions was difficult to attain. No obstacle should be placed in 
the way of an ultimate union of Eastern Galicia with Russia, and it 
therefore should not be made impossible for this province to separate 
itself from Poland. He did not wish to argue in favor of such a 
separation, but believed that the door should be left open for a move 
in the direction of Russia. By so doing the Powers would give Galicia 
a free hand and would avoid creating difficulties, of which agrarian 
legislation might well be one. 

He pointed out that the Council might be guided by England’s 
experience in relation to Ireland, in which country agrarian questions 
had always been the most difficult of solution. England had never 
imposed its agrarian legislation on Ireland and was thankful that the 
same had not been done. England could never be charged with having 
forced its own system of laws on the Irish. The United States fur- 
nished another example of a country for whose well being uniformity 
of laws was not necessary. 

He did not wish to criticize the law in question, but pointed out that 
no guarantee existed against its repeal. The Poles might be tempted 
to enact legislative measures hostile to the interests of the Galician 
people, and it was for that reason that he believed all laws of an 
agrarian nature should be submitted to the approval of the Galician 
Diet. The most simple method to obtain this result would be to add 
agrarian questions to the list of matters within the jurisdiction of the 
Diet of Eastern Galicia, which are set out in Article 12. Great danger 
would be run through the imposition of legislation purely Polish in 
character because many of the large property holdings in Galicia were 
actually in the hands of Poles and the temptation to impose a system 
favorable to their interests would be very great. 

M. Cameon said that he would like to refer to Article 16 for dis- 
cussion with Article 12, for the two stood together and a decision of 
the Council on one would have its effect on the other. He then read the 
two texts proposed for Article 16 and pointed out that this Article in 
substance brought up the question as to whether or not Eastern 
Galicia was to be allowed representation in the Diet of Warsaw. 

He was fundamentally opposed to the British proposal for the 
reason that, whether it was desirable or not, the fact that the govern- 
ment of the Galician state was entrusted to Poland placed in the hands 
of the Polish Government representation of Eastern Galicia abroad. 
All questions of general administration would be settled at Warsaw. 
It was therefore necessary that Eastern Galicia be permitted to take 
part in all questions of high policy in the Polish Diet. The Diet of 
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Galicia could deal with the other matters as indicated in Article 12. 
It was therefore necessary not to state in the decision that representa- 
tion of Galicia with Poland should be disregarded. 

With reference to the agrarian legislation, he pointed out that this 
question was bound up with the decision which would be taken on 
Article 16, for if the Council granted Galicia representation in the 
Polish Diet her representatives in this body could make themselves 
heard to good effect. 

Mr. Sctatoga said that, although the Italian representative on the 
Polish Commission had supported the majority opinion, he thought 
it would be well to make a slight change. He did not favor the addi- 
tion proposed by the British delegation however, but inclined to the 
second proposal made by Sir Eyre Crowe, namely, to insert agrarian 
legislation in the list of matters included in Article 12. If such a 
change were not made Eastern Galicia might be deprived of all rights 
of enactment of agrarian laws, should she refuse to accept the legis- 
lation of the Polish Diet. According to M. Cambon’s statements, it 
was probable that the Galicians would go further in the matter than 
the Poles had already done. This meant that they were not satisfied 
with matters as they stood and it would therefore do them an injury 
to crystalize the present situation and prevent them from improving 
it, 

Str Eyrr Crows said that he agreed with M. Cambon in believing 
that Articles 12 and 16 were closely allied. All the points raised by 
the British delegation were intimately connected one with another, 
and the same arguments as had been brought forward for agrarian 
questions prevailed in regard to compulsory military service. He 
wished, however, to further discuss the representation in the Polish 
Diet. Assuming that this representation existed, the danger might 
arise that certain Polish members of the Diet would wish to impose 
on the Galicians an agrarian scheme favorable to Polish interests. 
The Galician representatives, being in a minority, could not effec- 
tively block the measure. In cases where matters of general interest 
arose it was probable that Galicians and Poles might vote on the same 
side, but in cases of special legislation the Galician minority would be 
absolutely powerless, If this argument were true, the Commission 
was correct in saying that the question of representation had a direct 
bearing on Article 12. He further wished to call attention to the 
meaning of Article 13, and the right of temporary veto accorded to 
the Governor therein. This article provided sufficient euarantees to 
prevent the legislation of the Galician Diet affecting Poland adversely. 

M. Picton asked whether Mr. Paderewski had not stated that 
Poland could not accept the Treaty under these conditions, 

Grnrrat Le Ronp said that the Sub-Commission had heard the 
Polish delegation on the subject four times. In the first place, Mr. 
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Paderewski, later Mr. Dmowski, and later Mr. Dabsky, the author of 
the Polish agrarian law had appeared before it. Mr. Daiko, repre- 
senting the Ruthenians, had also appeared before the Commission. 
This body was therefore entirely alive to all the difficulties which Sir 
Eyre Crowe had brought up and to all the arguments in answer 
thereto. 

The Agrarian reform was based on a general banking scheme which 
was to be uniform throughout the country. It appeared difficult to 
organize a similar system within a country so limited as Galicia, and 
of such a small population. The reform was also based upon a system 
of local committees, giving guarantees to the people analogous to those 
existing in Posnania and other provinces. The points raised by the 
British delegation were irreconcilable with the solutions proposed by 
the majority. The representatives of the Polish Government had 
stated that they could not accept a Treaty in which their government 
would be deprived of the right to dictate agrarian reform. 

Sir Eyre Crowe replied that there was much to be said for the 
arguments presented by General Le Rond, but he did not believe 
that they went to the root of the matter. He was fully alive to the 
difficulties from a practical point of view which would result from 
allowing Galicia to legislate independently, in the event that she 
should exercise her rights in a manner which did not meet with the 
approval of the Polish Diet. He believed that the people themselves 
would be competent to avoid all complications of this nature and they 
might even declare themselves favorable to uniformity of legislation. 
It did not devolve upon the Council, however, to force them to such 
uniformity. Furthermore, Galicia was not such a small country as 
General Le Rond had given the impression, for it contained practically 
four and one-half million inhabitants. There would, consequently, 
be no insurmountable difficulties in establishing an agrarian system 
for this country even though certain complications might arise from 
the banking point of view. The argument put forward by General 
Le Rond did not therefore seem to him of sufficient weight to over- 
throw his proposal of granting the Galicians a voice in the legislation. 

Mr. Pork said that he was greatly influenced by the arguments 
put forward by Sir Eyre Crowe. He wished to submit a proposal 
which had just been made by Mr. Gibson, which might help the 
situation to a certain degree. This would consist in adding the fol- 
lowing clause to the addition proposed by the British delegation: 
“In case of a rejection of the Polish law by the Galician Diet, the latter 
will have the right to legislate on this question.” This solution 
would have the advantage of permitting the Galician Diet to adopt 
the Polish legislation should this body so desire. 

M. Cameon pointed out that it was perhaps unwise to anticipate 
a refusal and base the Galician right of legislation upon this. He 
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suggested that it would be sufficient to provide: “The Galician Diet 
shall give its opinion on the possibility of applying Polish law.” In 
this way the body would of necessity be consulted. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that Mr. Cambon’s proposal appeared rather 
vague and would open the way to misunderstandings, while clearness 
in the matter was greatly to be desired. The danger might be that 
the Poles could say that they had asked the opinion of the Galician 
Diet, that the latter had not agreed, and nevertheless it made no dif- 
ference to them. : 

M. Picnon suggested that the agrarian laws might be settled by 
agreement between the two Diets. 

Sir Eyre Crowe pointed out that the fact remained that Article 
18 gave the Polish Governor an absolute right of veto. 

Mr. Pork said that he approved the second British solution, 
namely, the insertion of agrarian questions in Article 12. The dif- 
ficulty could be covered by adding that, if the Galician Diet had not 
legislated on the matter within a given period, the Polish law would 
apply. 

Mr. Scratosa said that it might be also added to the laws of 
Article 18, which are subject to an absolute veto of the Governor. 

M. Cameon drew the attention of the Council to the fact that the 
agrarian law might lead to disturbances within the country, and that 
the Polish Government might charge the Allies with turning over to 
them the administration of a country without granting them the 
means of handling disturbances which might arise through the 
application of agrarian laws. The majority of large estates in 
Galicia were in the hands of the Poles. These estates were to be 
partitioned in favor of Ruthenes. This was a fruitful source of 
conflicts between different interests and of dangers which might 
easily lead to a revolution. He thought, therefore, that the Polish 
Government should be left the means of exercising its authority. 
Too much importance should not be given to these details, however, 
as the system which was being inaugurated was only temporary. 

M. Picuon said that he had a proposal which he believed would 
settle the matter. This was to adopt the proposition presented by 
Sir Eyre Crowe, and add the following paragraph thereto: 

“Tn case of persistent dispute between the two Diets, the question 
will be brought before the Council of the League of Nations.” 

Sir Eyre Crows said that this proposal would, in effect, permit the 
League of Nations to enact the agrarian laws. 

M. Prcuon said that the Covenant of the League contemplated 
arbitration as one of the essential roles of that body. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that the League of Nations would therefore 
be called upon to decide between two bodies of law. To bring this 
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about it was necessary that the Galician Diet should be given a legis- 
iative power by the Treaty. ; 
After a short discussion, it was decided : 


(1) that legislation on agrarian questions should be included within 
the competence of the Galician Diet, and inserted in Article 12 of the 
proposed Treaty ; 

(2) that agrarian legislation should be included among the laws 
over which the Polish Governor has the right of veto (Article 13), 
but that if the Governor’s veto be maintained for more than one year 
the question should be automatically brought before the Council of 
the League of Nations for decision. 

It was further decided that the above resolution should be referred 
to the Commission on Polish Affairs for insertion of its provisions in 
the Treaty. 


ee These two articles were accepted without change. 
M. Campon read and commented upon Article 16. 
eis He said that the organization provided for therein, 


which was to protect the rights of Galicia, would lack a proper foun- 
dation if Galicia were not represented in the body of the Polish Diet. 
It should be understood that the Galician representative would take 
no part in the matters which were exclusively Polish. 

Str Eyre Crows said that he recognized the weight of the argu- 
ments put forward by M. Cambon, but that he did not wish to express 
an opinion as to the root of the matter. He wished particularly to 
remark that the question had been the object of much academic discus- 
sion up to the present time, and that the idea involved had rarely been 
applied from a practical point of view. Under the former German 
Constitution Bavaria was granted special rights, but in practice it 
had been found impossible to prevent the Bavarian representatives 
from taking part in the body of the Reichstag, in the discussion of 
matters which were entirely foreign to the special interests of Bavaria. 
The question of knowing whether States with partial autonomy could 
obtain representation in a larger Parliament was one of the most con- 
tentious which could be found, and had given rise to much discussion 
and often contradictory conclusions on the part of men of high intel- 
ligence in all countries of the world. Mr. Balfour, who had special 
experience of Government in Ireland, had more than once called atten- 
tion to the grave difficulty of finding a satisfactory solution of this 
question. Several bills proposed on the Home Rule question had 
broken down precisely on the point of the Irish representation in the 
British Parliament. It was, therefore, very natural that his Gov- 
ernment should feel a certain hesitancy in imposing a fixed and defi- 
nite scheme on another people in a matter which is so much a matter 
of controversy. The British Delegation felt that a solution along the 
lines proposed by Mr. Cambon might perhaps be reached. He did 
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not wish to criticise it, nor to exclude the possibility of its eventual 
adoption, but he did not wish to force it at the outset on the people 
concerned. It was within the province of these people to decide the 
question in the last analysis. 

Mr. Poxx said that the British proposal contemplated the interven- 
tion of the League of Nations if desired by “both parties”. He wished 
to suggest for consideration of the Council, a substitution of the words 
“either party” for the words “both parties”. He wished also to pro- 
pose for the consideration of the Council that Galicia be granted two 
or more representatives in the Polish Diet, until such time as a definite 
decision in the matter might be arrived at. These representatives 
might have a consultative voice, with the right to take part in the 
discussion of matters concerning Eastern Galicia but would not be 
accorded a vote. Representation of this kind would be similar to 
that enjoyed by the Territories in the United States, as distinguished 
from the active and voting representation of the States. This pro- 
posal was a temporary measure solely and he thought the Council 
might deliberate profitably thereon. 

The discussion of Article 16 was then adjourned. 

(At this point M. Loucheur entered the room.) 

4, M. Prcron said that a letter had been received from the Austrian 
Delegation with regard to the shortage of coal in Austria. (See Ap- 

pendix “D”.) 
Cee ero M. Lovucuevr said that he wished to inform the 

Council at once that he had not waited for the rati- 
fication of the Treaty before giving orders to increase the coal sup- 
ply in Austria as soon as possible. He had personally given orders 
in this matter but he could not guarantee that he would be com- 
pletely successful, for the shortage of coal in Central Europe was 
so great that the industries of Czecho-Slovakia were likewise threat- 
ened. He suggested that he might draft a letter to the Austrian Dele- 
gation informing them of the steps which have been taken. 

It was decided that M. Loucheur should submit to the Council a 
draft letter to the Austrian Delegation, informing the latter of the 
steps which have been taken to offset as far as possible the coal short- 
age existing in Austria. 

(M. Loucheur then left the room.) 

5. Mr. Pou said that he was not ready to discuss this matter 
because there were certain differences of opinion existing thereon 


Allowances for among the military representatives. 

rs 0 e ° ° ° ° . 
Inter-Allied © (It was decided to adjourn the discussion of this 
Control question until Monday, September 22.) 


The Meeting then adjourned. 
Hore pre Critwon, Paris, September 19, 1919. 
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Telegrams From Sir George Clerk Transmitted Through the French 
Minister at Bucharest 
SEPTEMBER 12, 1919. 


On account of the delay incident to the formation of the new Cabi- 
net I have on this day presented the note? of the Conference to M. 
Bratiano. 


SEPTEMBER 13, 1919. 


The note was presented yesterday to M. Bratiano, M. Bratiano 
informed me today that he had decided not to publish the text of the 
note fearing that, because of public sentiment, this publication ren- 
dered it more difficult to reach a complete accord with the Entente, 
which he is extremely anxious to attain. 

I therefore request that steps be taken to prohibit publication in 
Paris or elsewhere. 

I am transmitting by special report the result of my interviews, but 
the Rumanian Government declares that its only wish is to work in 
complete agreement with the Supreme Council on the Hungarian 
question. 


Appendix B to HD-57 
Note From British and American Eaperts 
OccuPaTION oF WESTERN THRACE By ALLIED Troops 


The American and British Delegates to the Central Territorial Com- 
mission having been asked by their French and Italian colleagues to 
arrive at an agreement regarding the line of demarkation of the zones 
of Western Thrace, which may be occupied respectively by the Greek 
army and the other Allied Contingents, have agreed on the following: 


“A line (such as indicated on the map hereto annexed) ® starting 
from point 1900 on Kartal Dagh and running toward the South to a 
point where the Aksu river enters the Aegean Sea (see the British 
map, scale 1: 1,000,000). 

The detachments of Grecian soldiers should occupy no territory to 
the East of this line. 

It is understood that this temporary fixing of the zones of military 
occupation for the Greek and Allied troops shall in no wise prejudice 
the decisions which may be eventually taken concerning the future 
Eastern frontier of Greece in this region.” 

DULLES 


NicoLson 
SErreMberR 18, 1919. 


? Appendix E to HD-47, p. 111. 
*The map referred to does not accompany the minutes. 
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Report No. 5, Presented to the Supreme Council of the Allies by the 
Polish Commission 


ConstTITUTION oF EASTERN GALICIA 


Instructions, Enumeration of Meetings and Division of the Report 


At its sitting of the 25th June, 1919,* the Council of Foreign Minis- 
ters discussed the question of the future of Eastern Galicia, and 
adopted the following resolutions :— 


1. That the Polish Government be authorised to occupy with its 
military forces Eastern Galicia up to the River Zbrucz. 

2. That the Polish Government be authorised to utilise any of its 
military forces, including General Haller’s army, in such occupation. 

3. That the Polish Government be authorised to establish a civil 
Government in Eastern Galicia under an agreement with the Principal 
Allied and Associated Powers, which shall be conditioned to preserve 
as far as possible the autonomy of the territory and the political, reli- 
gious, and personal liberties of the inhabitants. 

4. That the agreement shall be predicated upon the ultimate self- 
determination of the inhabitants of Eastern Galicia as to their politi- 
cal allegiance, the time for the exercise of such choice to be hereafter 
fixed by the Principal Allied and Associated Powers, or by a body to 
whom they may delegate that power. 

5. That the drafting of the agreement be referred to the Polish Com- 
mission, subject to revision by the Drafting Committee. 

6. That the Polish Government be forthwith advised of the fore- 
going decisions, and of the propriety of acting immediately upon 
Articles 1 and 2. 

7. That the military representatives of the Principal Allied and As- 
sociated Powers in Poland be advised of those Articles of agreement. 


In conformity with paragraph 5 of this resolution, the Polish Com- 
mission discussed the question of the Constitution of Eastern Galicia 
at its meeting of the 30th June, and decided to entrust it for prelimi- 
nary study to a sub-commission composed of :— 


General Le Rond (Chairman) . . France. 

Dr Ee ord eer. 4 eee . United States of America. 
Mr. F. B. Bourdillon . . . . . British Empire. 

Marquis della Torretta .. . . Italy. 

Mr: Otehiak 7) Jo 2necG, 1 hipdaim eapan, 


This Sub-Commission held twenty-six meetings from the 30th June 
to the 18th August. 

It heard the Polish Delegation four times. It further invited, on 
two occasions, the Galician members of the Ukrainian Mission to 


*FM-27, minute 1, vol. rv, p. 848. 
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Paris to lay before it the wishes of the Galician Ruthenians. Not con- 
sidering themselves empowered to recognise the principle of the reso- 
lution of the Council of Foreign Ministers of the 25th June, these 
representatives declined the invitation of the Commission. Finally, 
the Commission heard the representatives of the National Council of 
the Jews of Galicia, and those of the Carpatho-Russian Party. 

At its meeting of the 20th August the Commission examined the 
report of the Sub-Commission. At another meeting held on the 23rd 
August the Commission heard the declaration made by Messrs. 
Paneyko and Tomashivsky in their personal capacity concerning the 
conditions under which a provisional attachment of Eastern Galicia 
to Poland would be acceptable to the Ruthenians of Galicia. The 
Commission finally adopted the Sub-Commission’s report with certain 
modifications. 

The Draft Treaty between the Principal Allied and Associated 
Powers and Poland has, moreover, been submitted in conformity with 
paragraph 5 of the above Resolution of the Council of Foreign 
Ministers to the Drafting Committee, which has approved it after 
making certain verbal alterations. 

The Commission has the honour to submit to the Supreme Council 
of the Allies the following report, which falls into three divisions :— 


The first explains the general principles on which the Commission 


have based the Draft Treaty. 

The second contains the text of the Draft Treaty, together with a 
proposal in regard to the final settlement. 

The third division contains the arguments urged by the Majority 
in support of the text proposed by them in regard to the articles of 
the Treaty as to which unanimity was not reached, together with the 
considerations urged in favour of the text proposed by the Minority. 


As regards the second division, the instructions of the Commission 
do not empower it to include in the Treaty a clause regarding the final 
settlement. The Commission felt it to be its duty, however, to propose 
that a clause should be inserted in the Treaty fixing the time at which 
the Powers should decide on the date and conditions of the plebiscite. 
The Commission was confirmed in this opinion by the declaration of 
the representatives of the Ruthenian party of Eastern Galicia, who 
urged that such a provision was essential in order that the régime 
established by the Treaty might be accepted peacefully by the Ruthe- 
nian population. The Commission therefore draws the attention of 
the Supreme Council to the proposal added at the end of the Draft 


Treaty. 
I—General Principles 


In elaborating the project for the organisation of Eastern Galicia 
which is here submitted, on the basis of the instructions given to it, 
the Commission has been guided by the following principles :— 
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(a.) That the authority which the Polish Government is to exercise 
in Eastern Galicia during the period of the provisional régime ought 
to be strong enough to enable it to maintain order and tranquillity in 
this distracted and turbulent country; to carry through the great work 
of economic reconstruction, of which Eastern Galicia so much stands 
in need and to exercise a certain check upon the possible excesses of 
autonomous local bodies elected by a population very insufficiently 
prepared for complete self-government. 

Hence, for instance, the rather wide powers assigned to the Governor 
of Eastern Galicia, notably the veto accorded to him with respect to 
Legislation passed by the Diet. 

(b.) That the inhabitants of Eastern Galicia ought to receive all 
guarantees for their civic, national, and religious rights, for all those 
special interests which differentiate them from the people of Poland. 

The Commission believes that this need is largely met by :— 


Article V (according all liberties granted to citizens of the Polish 
State, especially complete religious liberty) ; 

Article VI (guarantees for freedom of speech, of the press, of 
public meeting, and association) ; 

Article VII (complete equality of Polish and Ruthenian languages 
and provision as to schools) ; 

Article VIII (extending to Eastern Galicia all the guarantees 
for minorities contained in the Separate Treaty with Poland of the 
28th June) ;° 

Article [X (guarantees against systematic colonisation of the terri- 
tory from without). 


(¢c.) That the inhabitants of Eastern Galicia ought to receive a wide 
measure of autonomy. 

In accordance with this principle, the project submitted by the 
Commission provides for :— 


An East Galician Diet with wider competence than that of the 
Galician Diet under the Austrian régime (Articles X-XV). 

A cabinet of ministers responsible to this Diet (Articles XXII- 
XXIII). 

A special judiciary with a Supreme Court at Lemberg (Articles 
XXVII-XXIX). 


(d.) That in defining the limits of the autonomy of Eastern Galicia, 
due consideration must be given to the fact that :— 


1. In the case of this relatively small territory, and in view of the 
comparatively short time that the provisional régime is to last, it does 
not seem wise or practical to set up in Eastern Galicia all the 
machinery of a completely separate State; 

2. That many governmental matters, which involve broad general 
interests and require much technical knowledge and political experi- 


° Treaties, Conventions, etc., 1910-1928, vol. m1, p. 3714. 
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ence, can better be handled by the Government and Parliament at 
Warsaw than by the Diet of Lemberg. - 
3. That Poland ought to be placed in a position to discharge the 
Pn eae which she has undertaken with regard to Eastern 
alicia. 


These considerations have led the Commission to recommend that 
such matters as representation abroad, the customs, railway, post and 
telegraph system, and, in general, all affairs not expressly reserved 
to the East Galician Diet, should be treated as common to Eastern 
Galicia and Poland, and should be assigned to the legislative sphere 
of the Diet of Warsaw, in which Eastern Galicia would be in a posi- 
tion to assert its rights. 


[1/.]—Treaty Relating to Kastern Galicia 


The United States of America, the British Empire, France, Italy 
and Japan, the Principal Allied and Associated Powers, and Boland : 

Being desirous of putting an end to the unhappy conflict which 
has long devastated Eastern Galicia, and of establishing in that 
country a régime which shall assure as far as possible the autonomy 
of the territory and safeguard the personal, political and religious 
liberty of its inhabitants until the time when they are called upon by 
a plebiscite, which is for the present postponed by reason of the dis- 
turbed condition of Eastern Europe, to declare their wishes with 
regard to the final political status of the territory ; 

Seeing that Eastern Galicia formed part of the former Kingdom 
of Poland until the partition of the latter; 

And that Poland is now, in the opinion of the Allied and Associated 
Powers, the State best able to re-establish free and well-ordered gov- 
ernment in Eastern Galicia; 

And desiring to conclude a Treaty to that end; 

Have appointed as their Plenipotentiaries the following, viz: 


Who having communicated their full powers found in good and 
due form have agreed as follows: 


Cuarrer I.—Srarvus or Eastern Gauicia 
ARTICLE 1 


The Principal Allied and Associated Powers transfer to Poland, 
subject to the conditions set out in the present Treaty, particularly in 
Article 2, all rights and title devolving on them from Austria in con- 
formity with Article 90 of the Treaty of Peace signed on 
over the part hereinafter defined of the former Austrian “Kron- 
lander” of Galicia and Bukovina: 

510124—46—VOL. VIII 19 
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(A.) Onthe West: 

From the point where the old frontier between Austria-Hungary 
and Russia is met by the eastern administrative boundary of the com- 
mune of Belzec south-westwards, 

this communal boundary ; 

then southwards the administrative boundary between the districts 
(Politische Bezirke) of Cieszanow on the west and Rawa-Ruska on 
the east ; 

then south-westwards the administrative boundary between the dis- 
tricts of Cieszanow and Jaworow, but cutting off the salient formed 
round the village of Lipowiec by a line to be fixed on the ground 
passing about 2 kilometres north of this place; 

then southwards the administrative boundary between the districts 
of Jaroslau and Przemysl on the west and of Jaworow, Mosciska, 
Sambor and Stary Sambor successively on the east ; 

then southwards to the salient about 1 kilometre southeast of point 
519 (Radycz) : 

the administrative boundary between the districts of Dobromil and 
Stary Sambor ; 

thence south-westwards to the salient made by this administrative 
boundary about 15 kilometres south-west of Chyrow and about 2 
kilometres south-east of point 733. 

a line to be fixed on the ground cutting the Chyrow-Sambor rail- 
way about 2 kilometres east of Chyrow, then following the water- 
shed between the basins of the Strwiaz and the Dniester: 

thence southwards to its junction with the frontier of Czecho- 
Slovakia, about 2 kilometres south of point 1335 (Kalicz), 

the administrative boundary between the districts of Dobromil and 
Liska on the west and of Stary Sambor and Turka on the east. The 
frontier, however, will diverge from this administrative boundary in 
the two following places, where it will be determined on the ground: 


(a.) where the administrative boundary passes west of the Chyrow- 
Lutowiska road, so as to leave this road entirely in Polish territory; 

(6.) in the neighbourhood of Bobrka, so as to leave this place in 
Polish territory. 


(B.) On the South-West: 

From the point defined above to its junction with the boundary of 
the Bukovina, the old frontier between Galicia and Hungary. 

Point 1655 which is the point of the Carpathians common to the 
basins of the three rivers Tisza, Visso and Czeremosz, is the point of 
junction of the three frontiers of Eastern Galicia, the Ruthenian terri- 
tory of the Czecho-Slovak State and Roumania. 
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(C.) On the South-East: 

From the point defined above north-eastwards to its junction with 
the administrative boundary between the districts of Horodenka and 
Sniatyn, about 11 kilometres south-east of Horodenka, 

the old boundary between the Bukovina and Galicia; 

thence north-eastwards to a point to be chosen in the course of the 
Dniester about 2 kilometres below Zaleszczyki. 

a line to be fixed on the ground passing through points 239, 312 
and 317; 

thence to the point where the old frontier between Austria-Hungary 
and Russia leaves the Dniester in a northerly direction, about 3 
kilometres west of Jvanets, 

the principal channel of the Dniester downstream. 

(D.)\—On the East and North: 

From the point in the Dniester defined above to the point where 
it meets the eastern administrative boundary of the commune of 
Belzec; 

the old frontier between Austria-Hungary and Russia. 


A Commission composed of six members, five nominated by the 
Principal Allied and Associated Powers and one by Poland, will be 
appointed fifteen days after the coming into force of the present 
Treaty to trace on the spot the boundaries described above, in so far 
as provision therefor may not already have been made by other 
means. The decisions of this Commission will be taken by a majority, 
it being understood that in the event of an equality of votes the Chair- 
man will be entitled to a second vote; its decisions shall be binding 
on the parties concerned. 

The expenses of the Commission shall be borne by the revenues 
of Eastern Galicia. 


ARTICLE 2 


Poland undertakes to organise Eastern Galicia, which shall con- 
stitute an autonomous territory, within the boundaries fixed in 
Article 1. 

Poland further undertakes to hold or allow to be held a plebiscite 
of the inhabitants with regard to the final political status of the 
territory, on a date and under conditions to be fixed by the Principal 
Allied and Associated Powers, or by any other body which they may 
appoint. She recognises in advance the limits and status which, as 
the result of this plebiscite, may be definitively determined by the 
Principal Allied and Associated Powers, or by the body appointed 
by them. 
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ARTICLE 3 


During the régime established by the present Treaty, the treaties 
and agreements concluded or to be concluded by Poland shall take 
effect in Eastern Galicia unless it is otherwise stipulated. 


ARTICLE 4 


The interests of nationals of Eastern Galicia in foreign countries 
shall be protected by the diplomatic and consular agents of Poland. 


ARTICLE 5 


All liberties in private and public matters, all political rights, and 
all rights reserved to minorities, which are assured in Poland by the 
Polish laws, shall be assured in Eastern Galicia. In particular, the 
most complete religious freedom shall be guaranteed. The Orthodox 
Greek Catholic Church shall enjoy the same rights as the Roman 
Catholic Church. 


ARTICLE 6 


Poland undertakes that the laws applicable in Eastern Galicia 
regarding freedom of public meeting, association, speech, and the 
press shall take into account the special status of the territory, and 
shall ensure to the inhabitants the most complete liberty compatible 
with the maintenance of order and with the observance of the pro- 
visions of the present Treaty. 


ARTICLE 7 


Polish and Ruthenian shall be recognised, on the same footing, as 
the official languages of Eastern Galicia, and shall enjoy the same 
rights. 

Without prejudice to the guarantees assured to minorities by Arti- 
cle 8, each commune or municipality shall have the right to decide 
whether the Polish language or the Ruthenian language or both shall 
be taught in the primary public educational establishments. 

Legislation on the subject of public instruction in secondary and 
higher educational establishments shall be within the competence of 
the Diet of Eastern Galicia provided for in Article 10, subject to the 
provisions of Article 13. 

In the allocation of public funds to the three grades of education, 
instruction given in Polish and instruction given in Ruthenian shall 
each receive its fair share. 


ARTICLE 8 


The provisions of the Treaty concluded on June 28. 1919, between 
the High Contracting Parties are hereby applied to Eastern Galicia, 
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and shall be interpreted as follows: (1) The obligations imposed on 
the Polish Government by that Treaty shall be equally binding on the 
authorities of Eastern Galicia, within the measure of their competence ; 
(2) the guarantees provided by that Treaty in favour of racial minori- 
ties, on the implicit assumption that the majority is Polish, shall apply 
equally in the event of the majority proving to be Ruthenian. 


ARTICLE 9 


There shall be no systematic introduction into Eastern Galicia of 
colonists from outside. 


CuHaprer IT.— Diet or Eastern GALIcra 


ARTIOLE 10 


There shall be in Eastern Galicia a Diet composed of a single Cham- 
ber elected by universal secret suffrage with proportional representa- 
tion. The right of voting shall belong to both sexes without 
distinction. 

A general election shall take place every five years. In the event of 
the dissolution of the Diet, a general election shall take place within a 
period of three months after such dissolution. 

The Polish electoral laws shall apply to the elections to the Diet of 
Eastern Galicia, subject to the above provisions. 


ARTICLH 11 


The Diet shall be convened by the Governor provided for in Article 
19, who may also adjourn it, close the session or dissolve the Diet. 
The Diet shall hold two ordinary sessions in every year. 


ARTICLE 12 


The Diet of Eastern Galicia shall legislate on the following 
matters :-— 


(1.) Exercise of public worship; 
(2.) Public education; 
(8.) Public relief; 
4.) Public health; 
te Provincial, district and local roads, and railways serving local 
interests ; : . ; 
(6.) Encouragement of agriculture, trade and industry, ineluding 
measures for facilitating credit, purchase or sale, for developing the 
employment of new technical processes, and for assisting research and 
experiments ; : 
(7.) Application of the general laws on the subject of control of 
water for irrigation or power purposes; 
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(8.) Application of the general laws on the subject of the organisa- 
tion and administration of municipalities and districts; of 
(9.) Taxes to be collected for the local budget of Eastern Galicia. 
(10.) All other matters with which the Diet of Poland shall have 
given it authority to deal. 


Each year the Diet of Eastern Galicia shall vote, on the proposi- 
tion of the Governor, the budget on matters within its competence. 


Additional clause proposed by minority. 

Agrarian legislation passed by the Polish Diet shall only become 
applicable to East Galicia if and when it is confirmed by the East 
Galician Diet. 

ARTICLE 13 


Laws passed by the Diet shall be transmitted to the Governor by 
the President of the Diet. Any such law may, within one month from 
such transmission, be vetoed by the Governor acting on his own 
proper authority. This right of veto shall be overridden if, within 
a period of one year from the date at which it was exercised, the 
law is again passed by the Diet by a majority of two-thirds. In 
legislation concerning public secondary and higher education the 
Governor’s right to veto shall, however, be absolute. 


ARTICLE 14 


No member of the Diet may be prosecuted or proceeded against in 
any way by reason of speeches, opinions or votes made, expressed or 
given in the Diet or on its Commissions. 

During a session no member of the Diet may be arrested or 
prosecuted before the criminal courts without the authority of the 
Diet, except in the case of persons taken in flagrante delicto. The 
detention or prosecution of a member of the Diet shall be suspended 
during the whole of the session, should the Diet so require. 


ARTICLE 15 


The Diet shall draw up its own rules of procedure. It shall elect 
its President and other officers. 

The Supreme Court of Lemberg referred to in Article 27 shall 
decide all questions raised as to the validity of elections to the Diet. 


Cuaprer III].—Representation or Eastern GALICIA IN THE Ponisu 
Diet anp ADMINISTRATION 


ARTICLE 16 


The electors of Eastern Galicia shall participate in the elections 
to the Polish Diet. With this object, the Polish laws with regard 
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to the election to that Diet shall be extended to Eastern Galicia, 
subject to the reservation that proportional representation must be 
maintained in that territory. 

The deputies elected in Eastern Galicia shall not take part in the 
deliberations of the Polish Diet on legislative matters of the same 
nature as those within the competence of the Diet of Eastern Galicia. 


Alternative Article proposed by minority. 
ARTICLE 16 


A subsequent agreement between the Polish Government and the 
Ministry of Eastern Galicia, made with the collaboration of the 
League of Nations if desired by both parties, shall decide the ques- 
tion whether and by what means Eastern Galicia shall be represented 
in the Polish Diet. This agreement shall be subject to the approval 
of the Polish and Eastern Galician Diets. 


ARTICLE 17 


The Polish Diet shall have the right to legislate for Eastern Galicia 
on all matters not within the competence of the Diet of Eastern 
Galicia. 

ARTICLE 18 


The Polish Council of Ministers shall include a Minister without 
portfolio appointed by the Head of the Polish State from among 
the inhabitants of Eastern Galicia. This Minister shall represent 
Eastern Galicia. 

Special bureaux for the affairs of Eastern Galicia shall be organised 
in each Polish Ministry dealing with such affairs. 

A high Ruthenian official shall be attached to the Polish Council 
of Ministers to act as adviser to the Council in matters particularly 
concerning Ruthenians and in the affairs of the Orthodox Greek 
Catholic Church. 


CuasrptTeR 1V.—ApMINISTRATION OF EJASTERN GALICIA 
ARTICLE 19 


The executive power in Eastern Galicia shall be entrusted to a 
Governor, who shall be appointed by the Head of the Polish State, 
by whom he may also be relieved of his functions. 


ARTICLE 20 


The Governor shall be responsible for the maintenance of order and 
public safety; he shall ensure the execution of the laws voted by the 
Polish Diet and the Diet of Eastern Galicia. 
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ARTICLE 21 


Subject to the right of veto provided in Article 18, the Governor 
shall promulgate the laws voted by the Diet of Eastern Galicia within 
a month from the time when they shall have been transmitted to him 
by the President of that Assembly. 


ARTICLE 22 


The matters within the competence of the Diet of Eastern Galicia 
shall be under the direction of Ministers appointed by the Governor 
and responsible to the Diet. The Diet shall determine the number, 
duties, and salaries of such Ministers. 


ARTICLE 23 


Matters not within the competence of the Diet of Eastern Galicia 
shall be under the direction in Eastern Galicia of Heads of Depart- 
ments placed under the control of the Governor. 


ARTICLE 24 


The acts of the Governor as regards the matters referred to in 
Article 12 shall require the countersignature of a responsible Minister, 
except in the exercise of the right of veto. 


ARTICLE 25 


The Governor shall appoint public officials. Polish or Galician 
laws, as the case may be, may, however, prescribe another method of 
appointment as regards subordinate officers. They may also deter- 
mine the conditions required for appointment to any particular office. 

The officers in the services dealing with matters referred to in 
Article 12 shall be appointed on the nomination of the responsible 
Minister. 

ARTICLE 26 


Eligibility for public offices shall not in principle be subject, either 
de jure or de facto, to any conditions in respect of race, religion or 
language. 

Officials shall, subject to any necessary exceptions, be recruited in 
Kastern Galicia. Regulations issued by the Governor on the proposal 
of the Head of the department concerned, or of the responsible Min- 
ister, as the case may be, may prescribe that certain classes of official 
positions shall be reserved exclusively for natives of Eastern Galicia 
or persons fulfilling the conditions laid down by these regulations. 
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In making choice of officials from among candidates with equal 
qualifications, the numerical importance of the different national 
groups shall be taken into account. 


Carrer V.—J vpician System or Eastern Garicra 
ARTICLE 27 


The Court of Lemberg will constitute a Supreme Court for the 
entire territory of Eastern Galicia. 


ARTICLE 28 


The judges of Eastern Galicia, with the exception of those for 
whom an elective system may be adopted, shall be appointed by the 
head of the Polish State on the nomination of the Governor. 

The judges shall be irremovable; they shall only be deprived of 
office on a decision to that effect by the Court of Lemberg acting as 
the supreme disciplinary Council of the magistracy. 


ARTICLE 29 


Punishment imposed by the Eastern Galician courts shall be ex- 
ecuted in Eastern Galicia. 
ARTICLE 30 


The Head of the Polish State shall have the right of pardon in 
respect of persons convicted by the courts of Eastern Galicia. 


Cuapter VI.—Financrat Reoime or Eastern GAicra 


ARTICLE 31 


j The financial régime for Eastern Galicia shall be determined by 
a Polish law in conformity with the provisions of the present Treaty. 


ARTICLE 32 


Property situated in Eastern Galicia formerly belonging to the 
Austrian Government, to the “Kronlind” of Galicia, or to the Austrian 
Crown, as well as private property in this territory of the former 
Royal Family of Austria-Hungary, is, subject to the conditions laid 
down in Article 204 of the Treaty of Peace between the High Con- 
tracting Parties and Austria, transferred to Poland, who shall provide 
for the administration of such property. 


ARTICLE 33 


Property at present appropriated to public services shall continue 
to be so appropriated. It shall not cease to be so appropriated except 
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in accordance with legal procedure and on the recommendation of 
the authority charged with the administration of such services. 

During the temporary régime established by the present Treaty, the 
property referred to in Article 32 may not be alienated nor subjected 
to charges the effect of which would outlast the duration of the said 
régime; leases outlasting the régime shall in any case cease to have 
effect three years after the establishment of the final status referred 
to in Article 2 if they have not been expressly confirmed during this 
period. The above provisions are, however, not to be taken as pre- 
venting the employment of the aforesaid property for purposes of 
agrarian reform or of works recognised as being of public utility. 

The provisions of this Chapter in no way prejudge the allocation of 
the said property to be made by the Principal Allied and Associated 
Powers in the event of Eastern Galicia being in whole or in part 
separated from Poland. 

ARTICLE 34 


Additions to domanial property or property appropriated to the 
public services shall be administered in accordance with the provisions 
of Articles 32 and 33; they shall be the subject of a special account to 
be adjusted on the final determination of the status of Eastern Galicia. 


ARTICLE 35 


In the event of Eastern Galicia bearing the expense of any services 
of which in Poland the expense is borne by the State, Polish legislation 
shall fix the corresponding proportion of the proceeds of the gen- 
eral taxes raised in Eastern Galicia which shall be transferred to 
the budget of Eastern Galicia. 


ARTICLE 36 


The budget of Eastern Galicia shall comprise: 

(1) As regards expenditure, 

the expenditure connected with the matters referred to in Article 
12; 

(2) As regards revenue, 

(a) the proportion of the proceeds of the general taxes determined 
in accordance with Article 35; 

(5) the proceeds of supplements of the general taxes, voted by the 
Diet of Eastern Galicia; 

(c) the proceeds of taxes imposed by the Diet of Eastern Galicia. 


ARTICLE 37 


The Polish Government shall be responsible for the service of the 
debts which, under Articles 199 and 200 of the Treaty of Peace be- 
tween the High Contracting Parties and Austria, are to be assumed 
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by the territory of Eastern Galicia. In the event of this territory 
becoming either as a whole or in part separated from Poland, its con- 
tribution shall be determined in conformity with the principles laid 
down in Article 199 of that Treaty. 


CuHaptTer VII.—Minirary OrGANISATION 
ARTICLE 38 


Laws in force in Poland relating to military service may be applied 
by Poland in Eastern Galicia. 

The contingent thus recruited shall form special units in the Polish 
army. In time of peace these units shall perform garrison duty in 
Eastern Galicia. 


Alternative Article proposed by minority 
ARTICLE 38 


There shall be no compulsory military service in Eastern Galicia. 


Cuapter VIII.—Transtrory Provisions 
ARTICLE 39 


Until the Assembly of the Diet, the Governor of Eastern Galicia 
shall administer the territory in conformity with the provisions of the 
present Treaty. In regard to matters which according to the present 
Treaty are within the competence of the Polish Diet, the Polish laws 
shall be introduced in Eastern Galicia by promulgation by the Gov- 
ernor. In regard to matters within the competence of the Diet of 
Eastern Galicia, the laws and regulations in force on July 28, 1914, 
shall be applied without being promulgated anew. 

The Governor shall take the necessary measures for the initial con- 
stitution of the administrative services. He shall fix the number of 
Ministers and the division of duties between them, the number and 
the division so fixed being maintained until modified by the Diet. 

The Governor shall take the necessary measures with a view to the 
election of the Diet of Eastern Galicia at the earliest possible date in 
the conditions laid down in Article 10, so that the Diet may be able to 
assemble at the latest within a period of nine months from the coming 
into force of the present Treaty. It will be the duty of the Governor 
to assure the freedom of the voting, in conformity with the provisions 
of Article 6, and to proceed without delay to the convocation of the 
Diet. 

The régime established by Chapters I to VI of the present Treaty 
shall come into force in every respect upon the assembly of the first 
Diet. Compulsory military service shall not be introduced in East- 
ern Galicia before that date. . 
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ARTICLE 40 


No inhabitant of Eastern Galicia shall be disturbed or molested by 
reason of his political attitude between July 28, 1914, and the coming 
into force of the present Treaty. 


III —Consideration of the Articles in Regard to Which the 
Commission Was Not Unanimous 


The Commission is unanimous in recommending thirty-seven of 
the articles in the accompanying plan for the organisation of Eastern 
Galicia. In the case of Articles 12, 16, and 38 the reasons for the 
divergent recommendations presented by the majority (four Dele- 
gations, viz., the American, French, Italian, and Japanese), and the 
minority (the British Delegation) may be set forth as follows :— 


Articte 12 (Agrarian Legislation.) 
Opinion of the Minority. 

The minority held that the conditions of land tenure in Eastern 
Galicia differed so materially from those in Poland, and that the 
agrarian question was so intimately bound up there with the ques- 
tion of nationality, that legislation designed for Poland would re- 
quire material modification in order to be adapted to Eastern Galicia. 

They further held that while there were objections to the placing 
of agrarian legislation exclusively within the sphere of the East 
Galician Diet, it would be manifest injustice to the inhabitants of 
Eastern Galicia if their system of land tenure were to be entirely 
remodelled by an extraneous Government without their consent and 
during a brief temporary régime. 

As no form of representation at Warsaw could in itself guarantee 
to Eastern Galicia representatives a decisive influence on any particu- 
lar question, the minority held that agrarian legislation passed by the 
Polish Diet should only be applied in Eastern Galicia with the con- 
sent of the Diet of Eastern Galicia (Article XI [X//], additional 
clause). 

Opinion of the Majority. 

The other Delegations held that it would be both unwise and un- 
necessary to allow the Galician Diet a veto on the agrarian legislation 
passed by the Diet of Warsaw. é 

The agrarian reform just passed by the Polish Diet is of so liberal 
and satisfactory a character that it would seem to be only in the 
interest of the Galicians themselves to ensure its speedy and integral 
application in Eastern Galicia. 

The inhabitants of this territory will have an opportunity to make 
their wishes and interests respected during the process of carrying 
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out this reform, since its application will depend on the local com- 
mittees to be formed for this purpose. 

In the case of such a complex matter as agrarian legislation, it 
might in practice prove very difficult to secure complete agreement 
between the two Diets of Warsaw and Lemberg, and any failure on 
their part to agree would serve only to hamper or to imperil the whole 
agrarian reform in Eastern Galicia. 

The requirements of an agreement in such a matter between two 
widely separated and widely different parliamentary bodies appears 
to be a novelty in constitutional law, and very probably it would turn 
out to be an unworkable arrangement. 


ARTICLE 16 (representation of Eastern Galicia in the Polish Diet). 
Opinion of the Majority. 

Four Delegations held that for reasons both of justice and of prac- 
tical necessity Eastern Galicia ought to be represented in the Polish 
Diet, and to be represented by deputies elected in accordance with 
the same rules as apply to elections in Poland. 

For, according to the principles accepted by all the Delegations, 
the Diet of Warsaw will have power to levy taxes in Eastern Galicia, 
and to pass many kinds of laws which will apply to that territory. 
Most of the ministerial bureaux at Warsaw will, in a greater or less 
degree, have jurisdiction over Eastern Galicia. Therefore, unless the 
people of this province are to send deputies to the Polish Diet, they 
will have no effective voice in matters which vitally concern them, 
Such representation ought to be considered as an indispensable right 
granted to them, rather than as a burden imposed upon them. 

The alternative proposal of one Delegation that this question should 
be left to be settled by voluntary agreement between the Polish Gov- 
ernment and the Galician Diet, subject to the mediation of the League 
of Nations, is open to grave objections. 

The present Treaty is based on the idea that the fundamental ques- 
tions concerning the relations between Eastern Galicia and Poland 
are to be settled by this Treaty. The question of representation of 
Eastern Galicia in the Polish Ministry is certainly one of the most 
fundamental questions, and there would seem to be no reason why it 
should be left to a later voluntary agreement any more than most of the 
other questions touched upon in this Treaty. 

The Polish Government would be justified, if only on formal 
grounds, in objecting to the proposed mediation of the League of Na- 
tions in such a question. For during the period of the provisional 
régime Eastern Galicia will oe only a partially autonomous province 
under the sovereignty of Poland, and it may be doubted whether any 
Government at present can be induced to ask for the mediation of the 
League of Nations between itself and its subjects. 


Rigi ET 
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Finally, the competence of the Ministry of Eastern Galicia is actu- 
ally defined by the terms of the Treaty in Articles 11 and 22. The 
question with which, in virtue of the British text, the Ministry would 
have to deal lies entirely beyond its competence, and serious difficulties 
may accordingly be feared in consequence of the conclusions which 
certain Ruthenian political leaders might attempt to draw from this 
ambiguity. 

Opinion of the Minority. 

The minority Delegation held that it was desirable to draw the 
attention of the Supreme Council to the fact that the representatives 
in Paris of the Ruthenian population, which forms the majority of 
the population of Eastern Galicia, had expressed themselves as 
strongly opposed to direct representation in the Polish Diet, which 
appeared to them only compatible with annexation to Poland. 

The Delegation held that it is shown by the experience of legisla- 
tures in which racial minorities have been represented, that such 
representation fails to secure any effective influence for the minority 
in matters which concern them, and proves only a cause of obstruction 
and inefficiency to the Assembly. As in Eastern Galicia the Ruthenian 
population were resolutely opposed to direct representation in the 
Polish Diet, the Delegation felt that no useful purpose could be served 
by the sending of an unwilling nationalist party to Warsaw which 
would only embitter the relations between the two races. It would 
be infinitely preferable that the question should be postponed 
for six months until the Diet of East Galicia had met, when a form 
of representation could be devised which would have the consent of 
both parties. 

The Delegation therefore held that this question, which was of a 
particularly complicated nature, could only be satisfactorily settled 
by an agreement to be reached locally between the Polish Government 
and the Minority of Eastern Galicia, with the collaboration, if desired, 
of the League of Nations. 

Anrticie 38 (Military Service). 
Opinion of the Minority. 

The minority held that in view of the fact that the Ruthenian popu- 
lation had resisted Polish occupation by force of arms for six months, 
the inhabitants of Eastern Galicia could not forcibly be compelled to 
serve in the Polish army. A voluntary force could be raised under 
Polish supervision for the defence of the territory. 


Opinion of the Majority. 
As long as the troubled situation in Central and Eastern Europe 
renders the system of obligatory service necessary in almost every 


country in that part of the world, and in view of the special danger 
threatening from Bolshevism, it seems difficult to refuse to the Polish 
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Government in principle the right of introducing in Eastern Galicia 
the same form of service as exists in Poland within the measures of 
what it finds just and prudent. Eastern Galicia will enjoy the pro- 
tection of Poland and all the rights which the other provinces of 
Poland possess. There would seem to be something inconsistent with 
elementary notions of justice therefore in excusing Eastern Galicia 
from contributing to its own defence or bearing its fair share of the 
common burden. 

A system of voluntary service only would probably yield no tangible 
results in the way of troops, and would certainly be regarded by the 
other populations subject to the Polish State as a case of most unfair 
discrimination in favour of East Galicia. 


Proposal With Regard to the Final Settlement 


With regard to the Final Settlement, the Commission considers 
it to be its duty to submit to the Supreme Council of the Allies 
the following proposals which, if approved by the Council, could 
be added at the end of Article 2:— 


Ten years after the exchange of ratifications of the present Treaty 
the Principal Allied and Associated Powers, or such other body as 
they may appoint, shall, after an enquiry into the situation, deter- 
mine both the date at which the inhabitants of Eastern Galicia shall 
be called upon to express its wishes in regard to the final settlement 
and the manner in which this consultation shall be carried out. 


Appendix D to HD-57 


ConTENTS 


Note No. 1225 from the Austrian 
Delegation September 18, relative 
to the coal situation in Austria 
with an annexure. (Dispatch from 
Renner at Vienna.) 


Translation 
CHARGE D’AFFAIRES 
OF THE 
REPUBLIC OF AUSTRIA 
No. 1225 St. GermMartn-gen-Layre, September 18, 1919. 


From: Herr Mayrhauser, Chargé d’A ffaires 
To: Monsieur Dutasta, Secretary General of the Peace Conference. 
According to instructions that have just reached me, I have the 
honor to request Your Excellency to communicate to His Excellency 
the President of the Peace Conference, as soon as possible, the in- 
closed dispatch from the Chancellor of State, Herr Renner, on the 
subject of the frightful coal shortage prevailing in Austria. 
MaAyrHAUSER 
Chargé @ Affaires p. i. 
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No. 24384 
ad. No. 1225 


Dispatch From the Chancellor of the Republic of Austria, Herr 
Renner, to His Excellency the President of the Peace Conference, 
Georges Clemenceau 


Mr. Preswenr: Austria, and especially its capital, are in a des- 
perate situation on account of the disastrous fuel shortage. 

From next Sunday public life will be partially paralyzed by the 
most rigorous measures of economy; service on the street railways 
will be suspended, the use of electricity by private individuals will 
be reduced to the minimum; moreover, unless some relief comes at 
the last moment, it will be absolutely necessary to close all the factories 
fed by the Vienna power stations. By this fact, more than one hun- 
dred thousand workmen will be thrown out of work. 

The Austrian Government has up to the present worked desper- 
ately to keep the people supplied with work and to prevent the dis- 
astrous consequences of the lack of employment. Now, this sudden 
and enormous increase in the number of men out of work would make 
the maintenance of social order impossible. The results of such a 
condition would be incalculable, and there would be no limit to its 
action. 

In the Peace Treaty of September 10 (Article 224), the Powers were 
pleased to provide a regulation by which the indispensable quantity 
of coal will be supplied to Austria by Czecho-Slovakia and Poland. 
Now, the humanitarian intention and the principles of international 
justice that inspired this clause would be illusory if before the 
Treaty goes into force the Austrian people, so harshly tried by the 
war, are, by the lack of fuel, deprived of the necessities of life and 
given over to economic and social ruin. In fact, in spite of nego- 
tiations constantly carried on with the two Powers mentioned and in 
spite of the insistent claims of the Austrian Government, we have 
come to the present pass. 

I appeal therefore to the noble intentions revealed in the Peace 
Treaty, addressing to the Supreme Council the urgent request to 
give us its powerful support and to exercise its great power over the 
states in question, in order to save the Austrian nation from collapse, 
as well as from the dangers of anarchy, thereby preventing the catas- 
trophe with [which?] Central Europe is seriously threatened. 

Knowing that Your Excellency and the Supreme Council are not 
deaf to the appeals of a suffering nation, I have the firm hope that 
at this fateful and decisive hour for new Austria the Powers re- 
sponsible for the new order of things in the world will give it aid. 


RENNER 


Paris Peace Conf. 180.03501/58 


HD-58 


Notes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers Held in M. Pichon’s Room at the Quai d’Orsay, Paris, on 


Monday, September 22, 1919, at 11 a. m. 


Present 


AMERICA, 
UNITED STATES OF 


Hon, feu. Polk 


Secretary 
Mr. L. Harrison 


Sir Eyre Crowe 


Secretary 
Mr. H. Norman 


ITALY 


M. Scialoja 


Secretary 
M. Barone Russo 


BRITISH EMPIRE 


FRANCE 


M. Pichon 


' Secretaries 

M. Dutasta 

M. Berthelot 

M. de Saint Quentin 
JAPAN 


M. Matsui 


Secretary 
M. Kawai 


Joint Secretariat 


AMERICA, UNITED STATES oF .... Mr. C. Russell 

BriTIsh HFMPIRE ..........-. Captain Hinchley-Cooke 
ODA WOE ob eid atisr cn 4 “op cas ch cp ayer M. Massigli 

LER Vane eee eRe eho ANG Pause ae Lieutenant de Carlo 


Interpreter—M. Camerlynck 


The following were also present for the items in which they were concerned: 
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AMERICA, UNITED STATES OF 


General Bliss 
Mr. A. Dulles 


BRITISH EMPIRE 
General Sackville-West 
Hon. H. Nicolson 

Mr. Carr 

Lt. Col. Kisch 


FRANCE 


M. Cambon 

M. Laroche 
General Le Rond 
M. Tardieu 

M. Hermite 
Colonel Roye 


ITALY 
M. Castoldi 
M. Galli 
M, Brambilla 
M. Dell’ Abbadessa 
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1. M. Tarprev read the joint proposal of the British and American 
representatives upon the Central Territorial Committee, who had 
asked their French and Italian colleagues to agree 
We eae to the line of demarcation of the zones of Western 
er es Thrace, which could be occupied by the Greek 
Army and by the other Allied Military Forces 

(see Appendix A). 
He proposed to alter the last paragraph in the following manner: 


“The zones of occupation thus fixed do not prejudice in any degree 
attribution of territory either to Greece or to the International 
State.” 


This proposition was accepted. 

(It was decided to accept the text (see appendix A as modified). 

2. M. Cameron said that the Commissions for Polish and Czecho- 
Slovak affairs had submitted for the approval of the Council a plan 
Plebiscite im the £08 the organization of the plebiscite in the Districts 
Duchy of Teschen, of Teschen, Spisz and Orava. The Commissions were 
and in the Districts : : eps : 
of Spisz (Spis) unanimous In proposing the addition to Article 4, 
he 3 oat first paragraph, of the following: 


“and in any event within a maximum period of three months after 
modification of the present decision as foreseen by Article 9.” (See 
Appendix B.) 


He read a letter which he had received from M. Benes (See appen- 
dix C) asking that the arrangements for the plebiscite include special 
provisions concerning the right of option of the populations in the 
territory where the plebiscite was to be held. The Commission in 
agreement with the Drafting Committee thought that the question 
raised by M. Benes ought not to be dealt with in the draft which was 
submitted for the approval of the Council. It was for the Allied and 
Associated Powers to enter into such agreements with Poland and 
Czecho-Slovakia, after the plebiscite had taken place, as appeared to 
them necessary, and to take such steps as they considered advisable as 
regarded the right of option of the population. The Commission 
desired to call attention to the urgent need of sending an Inter-Allied 
Commission, and for Inter-Allied occupation of the country where the 
plebiscite was to take place. 

Sir E. Crows said that he had no objection to the report of the 
Commission, but he desired to state that the British Military authori- 
ties disapproved of occupation by small forces from several of the 
Allied States. They believed that it would be far more advantageous, 
if the powers divided the zones of occupation, and each Power were 
charged with the occupation of a particular zone. The question had 
been discussed by the Chief of the Imperial General Staff and by 
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General Weygand. The French Military Representative thought 
that the resolution already taken by the Supreme Council prevented 
a discussion of the problem as a whole.t’ Under these circumstances 
he suggested that the Council reconsider its former decision and 
authorize the Military Representatives at Versailles to discuss the 
matter. It would be necessary to give the Military Authorities full 
latitude. 

GenerAL Lr Ronp said that at the meeting of August 25 between 
General Weygand, representing Marshal Foch, Field Marshal Sir H. 
Wilson and General Bliss the subject of the organization of the Inter- 
Allied Armies of Occupation had been discussed. The occupation 
of the Klagenfurt Basin and of Thrace had been foreseen, but not 
the occupation of Teschen. Under these conditions they had esti- 
mated that five Divisions would be sufficient. The Army of Occupa- 
tion could be Inter-Allied. The contingents of each of the Powers 
would be autonomous and the Supreme Command designated by the 
Supreme Council. General Weygand, acting for Marshal Foch, had 
maintained that the Allies had a collective responsibility. The occu- 
pation would be an Inter-Allied occupation everywhere. He had 
considered the political view. For reasons of a practical nature the 
British Representative on the other hand believed that the occupation 
of a fixed zone should be confided to a single power. England would 
occupy the Balkan territory, France, Upper Silesia, Italy, the Klagen- 
furt Basin and America, Dédéagatch. He wished to add that, in 
view of the recent decisions of the Supreme Council, the occupation 
of Klagenfurt and of Dédéagatch no longer entered into the question. 
On the other hand, General Bliss, who was present at the Conference, 
had made no communication exposing the American point of view. 

Str E. Crowe said that the British Military Authorities felt so 
strongly that they hesitated to send troops to any part of the world, 
until this principle had been settled. 

Mr. Pox asked whether there was any provision in the Treaty 
on the subject of occupation. 

Str E. Crowe replied that there was no such clause, insofar as 
Inter-Allied occupation was concerned, 

Mr. Potx asked whether the question had been considered by the 
Military Authorities at Versailles. 

Sir E. Crowe said that he believed that the question had not been 
considered. The Military Authorities were not in a position to exam- 
ine the question in view of the previous decision of the Council. 

Mr. Potx said that the question could be referred to the Military 
Representatives again as an open question for report on the advantages 
of the two systems. 


1See HD-27, minute 7, vol. v0, p. 625; HD-37, minute 4, ibid, p. 815. 
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M, Berruezor said that the Treaty with Germany provided for 
occupation by Inter-Allied Military Forces. There was an obvious 
necessity. It was evident, from what had taken place in Roumania 
and Hungary, that a single power, which had been in fact only the 
mouthpiece of the decisions of the Council, could be given by public 
opinion the entire responsibility. It was the Conference which took 
the responsibility and it was therefore absolutely necessary that the 
responsibility should be divided, in the same manner as the authority. 

Mr. Poux said that he realized that the question had a political 
importance, but in certain cases, and the case of Teschen was one, 
there was no political difficulty to be feared. It was absurd from a 
practical point of view to send a mixed contingent from three different 
Powers. This entailed a special organization for provisioning each 
contingent and created a complicated situation. He asked whether it 
would not be possible for a single Power to represent in the District of 
Teschen. Dantzig would be occupied by a naval Power, but on the 
other hand, the occupation in Silesia would be Inter-Allied. 

_M. Berruenor said that he laid great weight on the moral side of 
the question and that to decide that the occupation of a certain territory 
should be entrusted to the troops of a single power was equivalent to 
creating a sphere of influence to the advantage of that Power. The 
equilibrium between the Powers would be far better maintained by a 
joint occupation. | He thought that a formula could be found by which 
the great majority of the troops could be furnished by a single Power, 
and that the other Powers would be represented in the Inter-Allied 
forces by officers. 

Mr, Powx said a result of this nature could be reached. The Inter- 
Allied representation would be assured by delegates of the Powers in 
the Commissions for which the Treaty provided. These Commissions 
would each have an escort furnished by their countries; the main 
part of the forces of occupation would remain furnished by a single 
power. 

Genera Lx Ronp said that there was no particular difficulty in the 
case of Teschen. It should be remembered that the District of 
Teschen was adjacent to Upper Silesia, which was to be occupied by 
two divisions. The troops sent to Teschen could easily be rationed 
from Upper Silesia. 

Mr. Potx said that he believed that Mr. Balfour had never admitted 
the principle of the Inter-Allied occupation of Upper Silesia. 

M. Brrrueror said that Mr. Balfour had raised the question, but 
he had never formally pronounced himself against Inter-Allied occu- 
pation. He (M. Berthelot) wished to again emphasize the importance 
of not creating a sphere of influence or zones of action in which one 
Power was particularly interested. 
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Sir E. Crowe said that he agreed on this point, but he wished to 
add that the zones of occupation were under the authority of Inter- 
Allied Commissions. It was these Commissions which were respon- 
sible ; the troops placed at their disposal were only police forces. The 
principle of joint responsibility was clearly safeguarded. 

M. Bertuexor said that so far as Upper Silesia was concerned the 
treaty called for Inter-Allied occupation. If this occupation were 
confided to the troops of a single Power, there was a danger that 
the Germans would have cause for complaint. In addition, the 
Supreme Council had taken a definite resolution on this subject on 
8th August. It had specified at that time that Marshal Foch, in 
agreement with the Allied General Staffs should weigh, on the one 
hand, the advantage to be gained by representation by all the Allies 
in all the forces of occupation, and, on the other, the disadvantages 
which might result both from eventual differences between soldiers 
of Allied contingents as well as from difficulties in connection with 
the provisioning of each force. Marshal Foch was to present a report 
on the subject to the Supreme Council. 

Mr. Potx asked whether the report had been sent. 

M. Berruetor replied that it had been sent and distributed. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that the date of the report was a matter of 
importance. He asked whether the force, whose organization had 
been discussed at that time, had not been intended, not for the mere 
occupation of Upper Silesia, but for the purpose of driving out the 
Germans. 

M. BertTHevor said that it was a question of the Peace Treaty. 

GENERAL Le Ronn said that it was agreed that the total strength 
should be two divisions (four brigades), and that each of the Powers 
was to furnish a brigade. Each brigade would be assigned to a 
special sector. The practical difficulties which might arise would 
therefore be less difficult to deal with. In addition, the Allied and 
Associated Powers would be complying with the terms of the Treaty 
and the principle of joint responsibility would be safeguarded. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that the Treaty with Germany provided for 
the occupation of Upper Silesia by troops of the Allied and Asso- 
ciated Powers, but that that did not necessarily mean by troops of 
all the Allied and Associated Powers. The troops of a single Power 
could in fact act as the troops of the Allied and Associated Powers. 

M. Berruenor said that to admit this would be to put the text of 
the treaty on the rack. 

Sm Eyre Crowe said that he did not agree, nor did he see why it 
would not be necessary to send Japanese troops as well. 

Genzrat Le Ronp said that Japan was not represented on the Com- 
mission for the occupation of Upper Silesia. 
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M. Picuon said that the appendix to Article 88 of the Treaty of 
Peace provided that Japan should not be represented on this Com- 
mission. It might be possible to refer the question again to the 
military representatives at Versailles pointing out to them that they 
should take note both of the text of the Treaty, which could not 
be changed, and of the views of the British delegation. 

M. Brrruezor said that in the meeting of the Supreme Council 
of August 8th, Mr. Balfour had not opposed the system of Inter- 
Allied occupation. He had merely pointed out the difficulties of 
provisioning an Inter-Allied force and proposed that the General 
Staffs study a system of compensation by which England, for ex- 
ample, could furnish a larger portion of the Inter-Allied contingent 
along the coast, and a smaller one in Upper Silesia. The total 
strength of the force furnished by each of the Allies would remain 
the same. It was only the redistribution in the zones of occupation 
which would change. He wished to repeat that it was most impor- 
tant not to put the material and political questions on the same foot- 
ing and that the difficulties ought not be exaggerated. The po- 
litical question was of extreme importance. It was necessary that 
the responsibility should be supported equally by all and that no 
spheres of influence, where one nation would benefit more than an- 
other, should be created. There were possibly districts, where the 
difficulties, as well as the possible advantages, were greater than in 
others, and it was not possible to admit the principle that a single 
nation should be in occupation there. As far as the material question 
was concerned, he thought that it could be solved without much 
difficulty. As an example, where difficulties and responsibility had 
fallen upon a single Power he wished to cite the example of Bul- 
garia. The French had acted as a police force of the Allies and 
they were the only ones who had incurred expense and burdens. 
England had expressed the intention of coming to the assistance 
of France, but France had received nothing beyond the offer of forty 
Hindu soldiers. He understood that so far as the United States was 
concerned, there were serious moral and material difficulties, but he 
believed strongly that it was advisable for the Great Powers to be 
together in the same zones. 

M. Cameon said that it was important to remember that in the 
eyes of the people the International Commissions did not count and 
that it was the military command, and that only which in their eyes 
was responsible. He wished to recall to Sir Eyre Crowe’s mind, with- 
out any intention to criticize, an incident in history. In a certain cen- 
tury a distinguished prisoner 2 had been placed under the surveillance 





* Napoleon Bonaparte. 
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of an Inter-Allied Commission, in which even France was represented, 
but it was England which was charged with the custody of the 
prisoner and it was England which bore the weight of the responsi- 
bility. 

Sir Eyre Crows said that the two cases were not quite the same, for 
here the Council was dealing with a part of Germany. He under- 
stood in regard to the question before the Council that the military 
representatives at Versailles were limited by a decision of the Supreme 
Council. If the question were again referred to Versailles, no result 
would be reached unless the former resolution of the Council were 
modified. It was necessary to authorize the military representatives 
to study the matter as an open question and to ask them to make a 
report. 

M. Brrruevor agreed, but said that the question of principle would 
first have to be regulated. The military representatives at Versailles 
Were not in position to decide. It was for the Supreme Council to 
give instructions when a decision had been made as to whether or not 
the occupation was to be Inter-Allied, the contingents from the 
various powers being proportioned according to some system to be 
devised. 

M. Picon said that the Versailles Council had never studied this 
question. The subject had been examined in a special conference 
between General Weygand, representing Marshal Foch, Field-Marshal 
H. Wilson and General Bliss. He suggested that no decision be taken 
until Sir Eyre Crowe had had an opportunity of consulting his 
Government and receiving new instructions. 

It was decided: 


(1) to accept the joint report of the Polish and Czecho-Slovak 
Commissions in regard to the plebiscite in the Duchy of Teschen, and 
in the districts of Spis and Orava; 

(2) to add at the end of the first paragraph of article 4, respecting 
the plebiscite at Teschen, the following: 


“(within the shortest possible time ...) and, in any event, 
within a maximum period of three months after notification of 
the present decision as foreseen by Article 9”; 


(3) that the members of the Inter-Allied Commission charged with 
organizing the plebiscite should not be chosen from among the mem- 
bers of the Inter-Allied Commission now at Teschen; 

(4) that members of the Inter-Allied Commission be nominated as 
soon as possible, with the reservation that the American representa- 
tives would only participate unofficially until the Treaty was ratified 
by the United States Senate. 


3. CoLONEL Ror read and commented upon the procés verbal of the 
meeting held on August 28th by the Inter-Allied Commission charged 
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with fixing the rate of commutation to be allowed the 


Allowance for officers serving on the Commission of Control at 
Commission of Berlin, (See Appendix D.) 
ey M. Scratosa said that he accepted the proposals of 


the Commission in regard to the amount of pay, but 
he wished to see the principle established that officers of the same 
rank belonging to different armies should draw the same pay while 
serving on this mission, and not receive during this time the pay 
provided by the regulations of the army to which they belonged. 

Mr. Poxx said that the United States had no officers in this Com- 
mission and had therefore not taken a part in the discussion, but he 
desired to place himself on record as saying that he did not agree 
with the principle that Germany should pay the difference between 
the different rates of pay of officers of the same rank. 

Sir Eyre Crows said that the question of principle was very impor- 
tant and that the Italian proposal raised great difficulties. In fixing 
the rates of pay it would be necessary to consider the customs and 
manner of living in different countries. 

M. Sctatosa said that this was true, but that in this case it was a 
question only of officers who were called upon to live in the same 
country. 

M. Picuon said that he would find it difficult to accept the Italian 
proposal. There was another point which should be made definite. 
The rates of pay had been fixed in marks. He asked what would hap- 
pen if the rate of the mark rose. 

Genera Royr replied that the Commission had agreed that if the 
rate of the mark changed, the scale of pay would be revised. 

M. Picuon said that in view of this and because it was not a question 
of the gold mark, a fixed rate for the mark should be established. 

Str Eyre Crows pointed out that it was not a question of the rate, 
but of prices prevailing in Germany. It was these prices which should 
fix the amount of the rates of pay in question. 

It was decided: 


(1) that the proposals of the Inter-Allied Commission charged with 
fixing the rate of commutation to be allowed to the personnel serving 
on the Commissions of Control should be accepted, and 


(2) that the scale of pay should be altered every three months ac- 
cording to the economic conditions of the cost of living in Berlin. 


4, M. Scrazosa said that it had been announced that French troops 
would evacuate Koritza at the end of the month of September. There 
Bracuation of roe e es inconveniences, unless this city were 
eee pied aiter the departure of the French troops. 

M. Picxon said that the evacuation had been decided 
upon, but that no date had been fixed, and that for this reason it was 
not necessary for the Council to discuss the question. 
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5. M. Brerruetort said that M. Benes was most anxious that the ques- 
tion of the repatriation of Czech troops in Siberia should be finally 
settled. He was leaving on that day. The question was 


Cece oF an important one for if the state of things existing 
ae Srom was allowed to continue Bolshevik propaganda would 


make headway among these troops. Public opinion 
in Czecho-Slovakia attached great importance to the repatriation of 
the troops in question. There were a number of difficulties, but if the 
repatriation could be begun it would have a very good effect. The 
Czechs were endeavoring to obtain the necessary tonnage from Japan, 
but they were in doubt as to whether they would be able to succeed. 
On the other hand, they did not have the means of making payment at 
Vladivostock to cover the cost of transportation of these troops. They 
had asked the British government to advance the amount necessary, 
just as France had advanced the cost of the maintenance of these troops 
in Siberia. It was for Great Britain and the United States to regu- 
late the question of tonnage. M. Benes did not ask for a definite 
reply. It would be sufficient if he could be told that the subject was 
being favorably considered by the two Governments. 

Mr. Potx said that he was not able to give a definite reply on that 
day. He had suggested to Washington that the American Government 
undertake a third of the expenses of repatriation, the two thirds being 
paid by Great Britain and France.* In regard to ships, there were 
the German ships which had been used for the repatriation of Ameri- 
can troops. The use to which these ships could now be put would 
have to be decided by the Supreme Economic Council, or by the 
Maritime Transport Council at London. He felt that the United 
States had a great responsibility, and he would do everything on his 
part to secure a solution of the matter which would satisfy the 
Czechs. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that the British Government would advance 
the money necessary for the cost of repatriation by sea. The British 
Government had accepted the principle and there were only questions 
of detail to be settled. 

M. Bertrueror suggested that in view of the political importance of 
the question, Sir Eyre Crowe should point out to his Government the 
importance of bringing the matter to the attention of the Maritime 
Transport Council. 

Sir Eyre Crows said that the question was somewhat delicate. The 
French and British Governments had not come to an agreement as to 
the use to which the ships which had become available should be put. 

M. Berruetor said that in view of the importance of the political 
interests at stake, he did not doubt but that the French Government 


3 See telegram No. 4204, September 13, 1919, 11 p. m., to the Acting Secretary 
of State, and later correspondence, Foreign Relations, 1919, Russia, pp. 295 ff. 
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would make every effort to reach a solution which would make it 
possible to give the Czechs satisfaction. 
Sir Eyre Crows said that the British Government shared this view. 
Mr. Potx said that he would not cease to emphasize the political 
importance of the question. 
6. M. Picuon said that the declaration by the Allied 
Rersdin yan and Associated Governments had required of the 
Contin" German Government in regard to Article 61 of the 
German Constitution would be signed that after- 
noon at Versailles, at four o’clock. 
(The meeting then adjourned.) 





Appendix A to HD-58 


[Joint Proposal of the British and American Representatives Upon 
the Central Territorial Committee Concerning the Occupation of 
Western Thrace by Allied Troops] 


[Same as appendix B to HD-57 , printed on page 279.] 





Appendix B to HD-58 


Text of Resolution Proposed to the Supreme Council by the Com- 
mittee on Execution of the Treaty Relative to the Organization of 
the Plebiscite in Teschen, Spise, and Orava 


Translation * 
SEPTEMBER 17, 1919. 

The United States of America, the British Empire, France, Italy 
and Japan, Principal Allied and Associated Powers, 

Anxious to place the Duchy of Teschen and the territories of 
Spisz and Orava, as they are delimited below, under a sovereignty in 
conformity with the wishes of the inhabitants; 

Have resolved to proceed there to a popular consultation offering 
all the necessary guarantees of loyalty and sincerity ; 

And have decided what follows: 


I 


Within the territories which, on April 1, 1914, constituted the 
Duchy of Teschen and within the territories of Spisz and Orava, as 
they are delimited below, the inhabitants shall be called to designate 


“Translation is that filed under Paris Peace Conf. 181.213302/83. 
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by suffrage if they desire to be united to Poland or to the Czecho- 
Slovak State. 

1.—Region of Spisz. 

a) All the communes of the political district of Starawies 
(Szepesofaiu or Altendorf). 

6) The communes on the part of the Kesmark district (Kiez 
Mark) which are North-West of the waterline between the basins of 
the Dunajec and the Poprad, including the communes whose territory 
is crossed by that line. 

2.—Region of Orava. 

All the communes of the political district of Trszciana (Trzciana) 
and of Nameszto (Namiestow). 


II 


The territories mentioned in paragraph I, shall be placed under 
the authority of an International Commission charged with the 
provisional impartial administration and the organization of the 
plebiscite. 

Those territories, at a date fixed by the Commission, shall be evacu- 
ated by the Polish and Czecho-Slovak troops, which may be there 
and shall be occupied, in whole or in part, by the troops of the Prin- 
cipal Allied and Associated Powers. 

The Commission shall have its seat at Teschen and shall be com- 
posed of the representatives of the Principal Allied and Associated 
Powers, one representative per Power. 

Its decisions shall be taken by majority vote, the President having 
the casting vote. 

The Polish and Czecho-Slovak Governments are asked to each ap- 
point one representative to that Commission with a consulting vote. 

The Commission shall have full powers to decide all questions 
which might be raised by the execution of the present decision. It 
shall have the assistance of technical advisors chosen by it among 
the local population. 

Til 


The Commission shall have the necessary powers allowing it to 
insure the maintenance of public order and the regular administra- 
tion of the country. For that purpose it shall have at its disposal 
the troops of occupation, and, if it deems it advisable, a police re- 
cruited from the native inhabitants of the country. 

It shall be within the jurisdiction of the Commission to interpret it- 
self the powers which shall be entrusted to it and to determine in what 
measure it shall exercise them and in what measure these powers can 
be left in the hands of the existing local authorities, 
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IV 


The Commission shall organize the plebiscite in conformity with 
the provisions of the present decision and shall proceed to it within 
the least possible time. 

It shall take all the measures necessary to insure the liberty, the 
sincerity and the secrecy of the vote. It can notably pronounce the 
expulsion of any agitator or of any person who might have, in any 
way, tried to falsify the result of the plebiscite by corruption or intimi- 
dation. 


Vv 


The right of suffrage shall be granted to any person, without dis- 
tinction of sex, who shall fulfill the following conditions: 
a) To be twenty years of age on January 1, 1919; 


6b) To have his domicile or denizenship (Heimatsrecht) in the 
region submitted to the plebiscite prior to August 1, 1914; 


The persons exercising a public function or having, as officials, 
acquired the right of denizenship shall not be permitted to vote. 

Persons condemned for political misdemeanor previous to Novem- 
ber 3, 1918, might be granted the right to vote. 

Each one shall vote in the commune where he is domiciled or in 
which he has the right of denizenship. 

The result of the vote shall be determined by commune, according 
to the majority of votes in each commune. 


VI 


At the closing of the vote the number of votes in each commune shall 
be communicated by the Commission to the Principal Allied and As- 
sociated Powers together with a detailed report on the operations of 
the vote and a proposal for the trace which should be adopted as fron- 
tier between Poland and the Czecho-Slovak State, taking into account 
the wish expressed by the inhabitants as well as the geographic and 
economic situation of the localities. Besides, the Commission shall 
inform the Principal Allied and Associated Powers of the conditions 
in which an economic accord between Poland and the Czecho-Slovak 
State shall henceforth insure to both countries the communications 
and the supply of coal to the best of their respective interests. 


VII 


As soon as the frontier shall have been fixed by the Principal Allied 
and Associated Powers, they shall notify Poland or the Czecho-Slovak 
State, as the case may be, that their authorities have to take in hand 
the administration of the territory which has been recognized as being 
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Polish or Czecho-Slovak ; the said authorities shall proceed then within 
the month following that notification and in the manner prescribed by 
the Principal Allied and Associated Powers. 

As soon as the administration of the country shall have been thus 
insured by the Polish or Czecho-Slovak authorities, according to the 
case, the powers of the Commission shall come to an end. 


Vill 


The costs of the army of occupation and the expenditures of the 
Commission, as well for its functioning as for the administration of 
the zone, shall be borne by Poland and by the Czecho-Slovak State 
in proportion of the area of the territories which, according to the 
plebiscite, shall be recognized as placed under the sovereignty of 
Poland or of Czecho-Slovakia; the distribution shall be made by the 


Commission. 
IX 


The present decision shall be announced within a week to the Polish 
Government and to the Czecho-Slovak Government by the Govern- 
ment of the French Republic. 

Given-at Paris, this 979%" 2207 8 \18y9: 
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Translation 
CZECHO-SLOVAK 
MINISTRY OF FOREIGN AFFAIRS 
From: Edward Benes, Minister of Foreign Affairs, 
To: Monsieur Dutasta, Secretary General of the Peace Conference, 
Paris. 

T have the honor to send you herewith the text of a supplementary 
article to the Regulation concerning the execution of the plebiscite 
in Teschen Silesia, which I request you to transmit to the Territorial 
Commission. I am very anxious that this article be taken into con- 
sideration when it comes to the final settlement of the conditions under 
which the plebiscite will be carried out in Teschen Silesia. 

I take the liberty of adding at the same time the copy of a plan 
of regulation concerning the same subject, that I have submitted to 
the Territorial Commission under the presidency of M. Jules Cambon, 
containing the conditions under which the Czecho-Slovak Delegation 


accepted the principle of the plebiscite in Teschen Silesia. 
Epwarp BENEs, 


Minister- 
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[Enclosure] 


REGULATION CONCERNING THE EXECUTION OF THE PLEBISCITE IN TESCHEN 
SILESIA 


Supplement Proposed by Czecho-Slovakia 


# 14 


The inhabitants of Teschen Silesia shall enjoy the right of option 
provided by Article 80 of the Peace Treaty of St. Germain, with the 
sole change that the period of six months fixed by the said article 
shall begin, for them, with the definite assignment of their country. 


CONSIDERATION 


By the provisions of Section VI, Part III, of the Peace Treaty 
with Austria, there is no doubt that the population of Teschen Silesia 
will have, after the final assignment of this country, the right to opt 
either for Poland or for Czecho-Slovakia. Now, it is not Article 19, 
but Article 80, that will be applicable to the exercise of this right; 
but as the said article provides for the exercise of option during the 
six months following the entrance into force of the Treaty of St. 
Germain, and as the definite assignment of Silesia may not take place 
until after this date, it is important to insert in the regulation of the 
Silesian plebiscite the amendment proposed above. 





Summary 


1. Fundamental provision stipulating that the population of the 
former Duchy of Teschen shall be called upon to name the State to 
which they wish to be attached. 

2. Evacuation of the territory by Polish and Czech-Slovak troops, 
disbanding of military and semi-military clubs existing in this ter- 
ritory. Occupation of the territory by interallied troops. 

3. Establishment of an international Plebiscite Commission. 

4, Powers of the said Commission. 

®. Definition of the persons having the right to vote. 

6. Drawing up the lists of voters. 

¢. Provision for the place of voting. 

8. Establishment of local plebiscite commissions. 

9. Method of balloting. 

10. Determining the results of the plebiscite. 

11. Decision of the Principal Allied and Associated Powers. 

12. Consequence regarding the resumption of authority by the 
governments concerned. 
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REGULATION CONCERNING THE EXECUTION OF THE PLEBISCITE IN TESCHEN 
SILESIA 


wt 1 


In order to ascertain the will of the population of Teschen Silesia 
concerning its union with one of the states concerned (Czecho-Slovak 
or Polish), the inhabitants shall be called upon by vote to declare 
whether they desire to be attached to Czecho-Slovakia or Poland. 


#2 


As soon as this decision of the Supreme Council goes into force, 
and within a period not to exceed 15 days, the Czecho-Slovak and 
Polish troops shall evacuate the aforesaid territory. 

All the military and semi-military clubs (militia, etc.) formed in 
said territory by the inhabitants of the country shall be immediately 
disbanded and disarmed. Those members of said clubs not domiciled 
in said territory shall evacuate it. The entire country shall be occu- 
pied immediately by interallied troops. 


+ 3 


The country shall be placed immediately under the authority of an 
international Commission of 3 members, whose president shall be 
appointed by the Principal Allied and Associated Powers, the Czecho- 
Slovak member by the Government at Prague and the Polish member 
by the Government at Warsaw, both to be members of the present 
Polish-Czecho-Slovak Commission on Teschen. 


# 4 


The Commission shall enjoy all the powers exercised by the Czecho- 
Slovak Government or the Polish Government (Rzad krajowy), except 
in matters of legislation or taxes. It shall, moreover, be substituted 
for the Government of the country as it was on October 28, 1918, All 
subsequent changes shall be declared null and void. 

The Commission shall itself have competence to interpret the 
powers conferred on it by the present regulations, and to determine 
in what degree it shall exercise these powers and in what degree they 
shall be left in the hands of the existing authorities. 

Order shall be maintained by the Commission, with the assistance 
of the troops, which shall be at its disposal, and, as far as it shall 
judge necessary, it shall be assisted by the police recruited from the 
natives of the country. The communal police and the gendarmerie 
shall be maintained. 
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The Commission shall provide at once for the replacement of the 
authorities of the country, and if necessary give orders for the evacua- 
tion and proceed to the replacement of local authorities. In case this 
evacuation should not be possible the Commission is to take the 
necessary measures to prevent the officials from abusing their official 
position to influence the vote. 

It shall take all necessary measures to insure the freedom, sincerity 
and secrecy of the vote. It shall, notably, have the power to order the 
expulsion of any person who may in any way whatever attempt to 
falsify the result of the plebiscite by maneuvers of corruption or 
intimidation. 

The Commission shall have full power to pronounce on all ques- 
tions to which the execution of the present conditions may give rise. 
It shall call to its assistance technical councillors which it will choose 
from among the local population. 

The decisions of the Commission shall be taken by majority vote. 

To avoid complications arising from the fact that there are two 
different monetary systems in the country, the use of the respective 
coinage shall be maintained in the present zones “west and east of the 
present line of demarkation”. No one shall be compelled to accept 
bank notes in use in the other zone. 


5 


The vote shall take place within two months after the present 
decision comes into force. 

The right of suffrage shall be accorded to all persons, without dis- 
tinction of sex, under the following conditions: 


a) that they have passed their twentieth birthday, and 
6) that they have acquired denizenship (domovske pravo, Heimats- 


. 


recht) im a commune of the country of Teschen before August 1, 
1914. 


Each person shall vote in the commune in which he holds denizen- 
ship, or in his domicile in the country of Teschen. All persons having 
the right to vote, and being in the Czecho-Slovak or Polish army, 
or being interned or incarcerated for any reason whatever, shall be 
enabled to exercise freely their right to vote. 


+ 6 


To effect the vote, lists of voters shall be established by the mayors 
“respectively by the presidents of the administrative commissions”, 
under their personal penal responsibility, within 15 days from the 
entrance into force of the present decision. Claims against these lists 
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may be entered up to the day of voting and shall be judged by the 
local plebiscite commissions provided in Article 8, and by the interna- 
tional Commission mentioned in Article 3, as a last appeal. 


ed 


The voting place for the communes whose population exceeds 5000 
shall be that commune itself; for the other communes it shall be the 
capital of the judiciary district. AJ] communes in question shall vote 
separately. 

# 8 


In each voting place a local plebiscite commission shall be estab- 
lished to superintend the execution of the suffrage of all the communes 
in question. This Commission shall be composed of 3 members, one 
Czech, one Pole and one German, who shall be appointed from among 
the inhabitants of the country by the International Commission (see 
Article 3). 





Appendix D to HD-58 


Translation 


INTERALLIED MILITARY 
COMMISSION OF CONTROL 


Office 
Paris, September 2, 1919. 


From: General Nollet, President of the Interallied Military Commis- 
sion of Control. 
To: President Clemenceau. 

In pursuance of a resolution of the Peace Conference, dated August 
18,° the special Interallied Commission met on August 28, with myself 
in the chair, to fix the rate of commutation to be allotted to the officers 
appointed to serve on the commissions of control of the execution of 
the Treaty. 

I have the honor to send you herewith the minutes of this meeting. 

I am of the opinion that the figures decided upon by the Commis- 
sion reconcile as far as possible the points of view, necessarily different, 
of the delegations of the various nationalities. 

I did not think we should discuss the commutation to be allotted to 
generals presidents of commissions, or to the presidents of sub-com- 
missions. 

As to the latter, I propose to fix their service commutation at 5,000 
marks a month. 


°HD-82, minute 11, vol. vr, p. 707. 
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This will give them a material situation inferior to that of General 
Dupont, who is a brigadier-general and who has under his orders a 
personnel of officers considerably smaller, but who is head of a mission. 

No.iet 


[Enclosure 1] 


INTERALLIED COMMISSION CHARGED WITH FIXING THE 

RATE OF COMMUTATION TO BE ALLOTTED TO THE OFFI- 

CERS SERVING ON THE COMMISSIONS OF CONTROL AT 
BERLIN 


Parts, August 28, 1919. 
MEETING OF AUGUST 28, 1919 
Minutes 


I. The Commission, constituted as provided in S4 of the report of 
the Supreme Council of War, dated August 14, 1919, met at 10 o’clock, 
at 4 bis. Boulevard des Invalides, with General Nollet in the chair. 

It was composed as follows: 


Military Delegates: 
Colonel Roye (France) 
General Bingham (England) 
Major Pergolani (Italy) 
Major Hisamara (Japan) 
General de Guffroy (Belgium) 
Naval Delegates: 
Lieutenant Michelier (France) 
Captain Fuller (England) 
Commander Gonzenbach (Italy) 
Captain Anno (Japan) 
Aerial Delegates: 
Major Polimarchetti (France) 
Colonel Burdett (England) 
Colonel Chelso (Italy) 
Major Katsuki (Japan) 
Lt. Colonel Tournier (Belgium) 
Financial Delegates: 
M. Benoix (France) 
Brigadier-General Goligher (England) 
Captain Maranzini (Italy) 
Mr. Kasuma (Japan) 
Int. Marlier, represented by the officer delegated (Belgium) 


II. The President gives the history of what has already been done 
in the matter of fixing commutation and informs the members of the 
Conference of the following documents: 


a) Letter of July 28, 1919,° from General Nollet to Marshal Foch 
on the subject of a plan of commutation to be allotted to the French 
personnel of the Military Commission of Control. 


* Appendix H (annex) to HD-22, vol. vu, p. 496, 
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6) Letter of July 28, 1919,7 from Marshal Foch to the President 
of the Peace Conference. 

c) Resolution of August 2, 1919,8 of the Peace Conference, refer- 
ring the proposition of Marshal Foch to the military representatives 
at Versailles. j 

d) Report of August 14, 1919, of the military representatives to 
the Supreme Council of War. 

e) Resolution of the Peace Conference of August 18, 1919, approv- 
ing the propositions of the preceding report and deciding to appoint 
a special commission.?° 


II. The Commission first recognizes the fact that it is necessary to 
insure to the officers, during their stay in Germany, a situation that 
will relieve them of all anxiety of a material nature for themselves 
and their families, and will make it possible for them to maintain 
towards the Germans the prestige suitable to their functions. 

It asserts on the other hand that the estimation of this commuta- 
tion must be as moderate as possible. 

The very prestige of these officers, which implies certain obliga- 
tions for them, would suffer from the slightest exaggeration in their 
style of living. 

Moreover, it is necessary to burden as little as possible the first 
payment to be made by Germany, from which the commutation will 
be drawn. 

IV. Brigadier-General Goligher, British financial expert, makes a 
few remarks on the uniformity of the rate of commutation, a com- 
mutation which will be constant, though added to very unequal sal- 
aries; and on the role of the financial experts at the conference, no- 
tably on their right to vote. 

The President replies that since the first point has been already 
treated by the Supreme Council it does not seem that it can be 
discussed. As to the role of the financial experts, they have, as well as 
the other members, a vote in the deliberations, their presence at the 
conference being particularly justified by the nature of the subjects 
to be discussed and their influence on the Budgets of the Allied 
nations. 

V. Next the question is asked whether the rate of commutation will 
vary according to the residence of the officers. 

It seems certain that the officers serving in the provinces will have 
lower daily expenses than those at Berlin. On the other hand, they 
must travel more frequently, so that the total expenses would be prac- 
tically equivalent. 


7 Appendix E to HD-22, ibid., p. 496. 
® HD-22, minute 6, ibid, p. 486. 

* Appendix E to HD-322, ibid., p. 711. 
*° HD-32, minute 11, idid., p. 707. 
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The Commission next asks whether the daily commutation will be 
the same for all, it being understood that the officers in the provinces 
will not draw extra mileage. 

VI. The discussion on the rate itself of the commutation is then 
opened, taking as a basis the original project (the letter of July 28, 
1919), a project which was itself drawn up according to the rate of 
commutation allotted by the French Government to the members of 
General Dupont’s mission, and according to information furnished by 
Comptroller Gaillard, now at Berlin. 

The British delegation proposes to allot to subaltern officers a fixed 
commutation inferior to the figure in the project. There would be 
added to this supplementary commutations corresponding to expenses 
resulting from special missions confided to each officer. 

The President calls attention to the fact that distinctions between 
officers called upon alternately to fill a sedentary position and distant 
missions would lead to complications. He thinks it preferable to fix 
a lump commutation, it being understood that this commutation will 
include all expenses except lodging and the expenses of travelling, 
properly so-called. 

General Bingham supports this point of view, but he declares that 
under these conditions the figure of the original project is too low 
for the subaltern officers and that it must be raised. 

Basing their views on the experience of officers already sent on 
missions in Germany, the Italian and Belgian delegations and the 
representatives of British, French and Italian aviation also insist 
on raising the figures of the original project. 

Finally the following figures were agreed on, entailing a consider- 
able reduction for generals, colonels and lieutenant-colonels, and an 
increase for the subaltern officers: 


A. Officers 
Generals...... Fe Oa AE a ET 9000 marks 
Colonels and Lieutenant-Colonels............ F500 Is 
WLBIOTS re oa lati oo eee ee 7000 
Subaltorn oficers.. ....tces tt. Sees ee 6500 <“ 


To this monthly commutation shall be added a monthly 
commutation for heads of service and heads of dis- 


tricts: 
Colonels and Lieutenant-Colonels............ 2500 marks 
Majors and officers of lower rank in case they 
perform the above functions............. 2000 
B. Enlisted Men 
Non-commissioned officers .................. 3300 marks 


HVVALCR 6 <i.ccoh ote ee Te rela Wier ere 2000 “* 
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Brigadier-General Goligher, British financial expert, and Mr. Be- 
noix, French financial expert, express reserves on the above figures, 
which they find very high. 

On the other hand, the Italian and Belgian experts are of the 
opinion that the increase made in the course of the conference in the 
commutation of the subaltern officers is justified. 

VII. It is next made plain that the Allied civilian personnel em- 
ployed in the commissions, such as experts, interpreters, secretaries, 
etc., will have a right to commutation corresponding to an assimila- 
tion of rank which will be determined by the presidents of commis- 
sions in each particular case. 

VIII. The Commission lays it down as a principle that the scale of 
commutation must not take into account the family expenses incum- 
bent on the officers and men, the commutation being intended to insure 
the proper scale of living for the officer himself, relieving him from 
all anxiety as to his family. 

In the same way, the Commission is of the opinion that the commu- 
tation for clothes cannot be fairly put to Germany’s charge, and that 
it is for each Government to fix it if it sees fit. 

The same is true for the travelling expenses of the officers’ families, 
who may join them in Germany. 

IX. The Allied Governments reserve the right to change the table 
of commutation in case of any notable change in the economic con- 
ditions of life in Germany. 

It is moreover to be foreseen that the total charge resulting from the 
maintenance of the commissions will be notably lightened when the 
work of control shall be sufficiently advanced to allow the number of 
officers to be dismissed. 

Noiier 
[Enclosure 2] 


Translation 


LT, COLONEL T. R. UBSDELL, D. 8. 0. 
BRITISH DELEGATION 


PARIS D/333 


Relative to the meeting of the Commission which is to propose 
the rates of commutation to be allotted to the Allied officers going 
into Germany, with the Commissions of Control, I send you herewith 
the copy of a memorandum drawn up by me on the subject of the 
discussion which came up. 

The objection which I raise should be inserted in any minutes sub- 
mitted to the Supreme War Council. 

Signed: illegible 
met Ooser Financial Councillor 
B. Troops cantonned in France 

Avcustr 30, 1919. 
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To General Nollet, Chief of the Interallied Military Commission of 
Control. 

Sent with reference to the minutes of the commission appointed 
to fix the commutation to be allotted to the officers, non-commissioned 
officers and privates going into Germany with the Interallied Com- 
missions of Control. 


T. R. Usspewn 
Lt. Colonel 
LT, COLONEL T, R. UBSDELL, D. 8. O. 
BRITISH DELEGATION 
PARIS 
D/333 


To the General Chief of the British Section of the Inter-Allied Mili- 
tary Commission. 

A meeting was held in Paris on August 28 on the subject of the 
commutation to be allotted to the officers, non-commissioned officers 
and privates serving on the Commissions of Control going into 
Germany. 

I learned the day before that a message had been received at the 
Ministry of War authorizing me to be present at the meeting as 
financial councillor. 

Before the meeting I had a conversation with General Bingham 
and the other British representatives. The interallied conference 
took place in General Nollet’s office. 

The propositions made seemed to me to be of an unjustified liberal- 
ity, and I stated my opinion clearly to the British representatives 
before the meeting. 

General Bingham was disposed to adopt my point of view on this 
subject, but insisted vigorously on the advantage of according suffi- 
cient commutation to maintain the prestige of the Allies in the German 
cities and provinces. The British Malcolm Commission and the 
French Dupont Commission were the only bases furnishing a com- 
parison. The rates allotted by these two commissions differ up to 
a certain point; the French commission giving the larger allotment. 
This is probably due to the fact that the pay of French officers and 
men is considerably lower than in the British army. It has specified 
that the expenses of the commission would fall on Germany. I 
brought out the fact that this was not a sufficient reason for granting 
unjustified commutation. In the first place, all sums spent for the 
commissions would constitute a first levy on the indemnity of repara- 
tion, and this would diminish the total amount available, supposing 
that Germany should be unable to pay the entire amount exacted for 
reparation; in the second place, it seemed to me to be a bad thing 

& 
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to give the Germans the idea in any way whatever that these com- 
missions are making a profit; and in the third place, if the com- 
mission receives commutation unjustifiably high it might create a 
precedent and we may be sure that it will be a source of future 
difficulties for the officers sent or left there. 

The position of the financial representatives at this conference 
(British, French, Italian, Belgian and Japanese) was precised as 
follows: 

Although their opinion will be asked and their remarks will be 
welcomed, they had not the right of veto, but any proposition coming 
from them would be examined when the question should be referred 
to the Supreme War Council. 

I raised objections on the following points: 


1.—On the proposition that the same rate should be allotted to all 
nationalities. It is clear that the Italians, for example, are in favor 
of high commutation, because their pay is relatively very low; the 
tendency would be therefore that the rates should approach the high- 
est amount, if the proposition were accepted. My objection was noted, 
but the commission decided to adhere to its first view. 

2.—On applying the same rate to Berlin and to the provinces. In 
the Malcolm Mission different rates are applied to Berlin and to the 
provinces, and I think that up to the present there has been no com- 
plaint on this subject. I stated that if they fixed the same rate for 
Berlin and the provinces the officers at Berlin would doubtless pro- 
test energetically, saying that their expenses are greater than those 
of the officers living in the smaller cities. It was decided however to 
accept the principle of a single rate, although noting my objection. 

3.—On the rates in general, because they are too high in their total 
amount, in view of the fact that the lodging is to be free (but board 
is to be paid). The commission decided that it was essential that the 
lodging should be free, and my objection was noted. 


I may say that, in a general way, the representatives shared my 
views; the Japanese representative, without taking any definite posi- 
tion, was inclined to be on our side. But the Italian and Belgian 
representatives were both in favor of the maximum rate. As the 
British Treasury does not have to support all the financial charges 
directly, I think I understand how no right of veto was accorded 
to me. 

It was stated that the pay of civilian clerks brought by the British 
authorities would be that normally paid for the corresponding civil 
position in their own country, and that their commutation would be 
established according to the same rules as those of the non-commis- 
sioned officers working with the Commission. 

Moreover, it was proposed to grant further commutation, mileage 
for night travel for the personnel of the commissions that will be 
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obliged to leave their permanent residence. I do not exactly under- 
stand what will be the situation of the officers in regard to the ordi- 
nary commutation granted in time of war. But doubtless this 
question will be settled by the war office. It seems to be that they 
should not receive commutation for field service, or any of the special 
commutations granted by General Order No. 501 of 1914. 

Signed: illegible. 


Paris Peace Conf. 180.03501/59 HD-59 

Notes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers Held in M. Pichon’s Room at the Quai d’Orsay, Paris, on 
Tuesday, September 23, 1919, at 11 a.m. 


PRESENT 
AMERICA, 

UNITED STATES OF BritisH EMPIRE FRANCE 
Hon. F. L. Polk Sir Eyre Crowe M. Pichon 
Secretary Secretary Secretaries 
Mr. L. Harrison Mr. H. Norman M. Dutasta 

M. Berthelot 
M. de St. Quentin 
ITALy JAPAN 
M. Scialoja M. Matsui 
Secretary Secretary 
M. Barone Russo M. Kawai 
Joint Secretariat 
AMERICA, UNITED STATES OF........ Captain Chapin 
BRULISH OE MPIRD toys: bytes, 2) ote ahs ene 5K Captain Hinchley-Cooke 
POCA CBletcter, cv ctnrs = erctert sere ace = A eay Teere M. Massigli 
PPARY Sarhdac® Joec Hit 3 edb ae: M. Zanchi 


Interpreter—M. Camerlynck 
The following were also present for the items in which they were concerned: 


AMERICA, UNITED STATES OF 
Mr. A. W. Dulles 
BRITISH EMPIRE 
Mr. Carr 

Hon. H. Nicolson 
Lt. Col. Kisch 
FRANCE 

M. Cambon 

M. Laroche 
General Le Rond 
M. Hermite 
Colonel Roye 
ITALY 

M. Galli 


M. Brambilla. 
1. Mr. Potx said that he wished to draw the attention of the 
Council to a matter of extreme importance before the order of the 


day should be taken up. 
German Tank At the time of the Armistice the German Govern- 
hips ; : : 

ment had been in possession of fourteen oil tank 
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ships which had not been disposed of under the terms of the armistice. 
At a conference in Brussels in March, 1919, the Germans had asked ' 
to be allowed to retain these ships on account of the pressing need for 
oil existing in their country. It had been agreed that they should 
be allowed to keep them. Simultaneously the Supreme [Economic?] 
Council had agreed that Germany should be allowed to receive ship- 
ments of oil and for that purpose to retain the fourteen ships. Later, 
when the question of the reparations to be made for the scuttling of 
the German fleet at Scapa Flow had arisen, the question of the 
fourteen ships had again been raised. At this time also the Germans 
were allowed to retain them. These ships had been prepared for use 
and were to be sent to the United States for transport of oil, the 
delivery of which had been contracted for and partly paid. On 
August 15th Admiral Charlton, President of the Interallied Naval 
Armistice Commission, had directed that these ships be delivered to 
the Firth of Forth to be placed under the jurisdiction of the Inter- 
allied Maritime Transport Council. Some time about September 
first the American representative on the Interallied Naval Armistice 
Commission had protested against this delivery, and the question had 
been raised at a meeting of the Interallied Maritime Transport Coun- 
cil. The American representative had urged that the Supreme 
Council of the Allied and Associated Powers was alone competent to 
deal with this question, but his protests had not been heeded. At 
the meeting of the Supreme Economic Council held at Brussels on 
September 20th the question of the disposition of these ships had 
been raised. He had sent a telegram to the Council, asking them to 
delay action on the matter, but this wire had not been received and 
presumably had been lost in transmission. 

The Supreme Economic Council, on which the United States was 
not represented, had upheld the decision of the Interallied Maritime 
Transport Council and had ordered the ships to be delivered to the 
Firth of Forth. The American Government believed that this con- 
stituted a breach of the agreement made with Germany and, further- 
more, that neither the Interallied Maritime Transport Council nor 
the Supreme Economic Council had jurisdiction in the matter. The 
Supreme Council alone was the body competent to decide on the dis- 
position of the ships and he urged that instructions be given that the 
order of the Supreme Economic Council be held in abeyance pending 
the decision on the question by the Supreme Council. 

M. BerrHetor said that he had been present on the previous eve- 
ning at a meeting which had taken place at M. Clemenceau’s room, at 
which M. Berenger, who was one of the representatives of the French 
Government at the meeting in Brussels on September 20th, had made 
a report on the matters discussed at this meeting. In the light of 


THE COUNCIL OF HEADS OF DELEGATIONS 325 


M. Berenger’s statements it was clear that he was not aware of the 
points which had been raised by Mr. Polk. He had gathered the 
impression from the conversation that there was disagreement. be- 
tween the British and French Governments on the subject of the 
disposition of the tank ships, but he wished to add that he was not 
cognizant of the matter which Mr. Polk had presented to the 
Council, 

Mr. Potx said that it was necessary to stop delivery of these ships 
being made from Hamburg until the Council had arrived at a decision 
in the matter. 

Sir Eyre Crow3 said that he was not familiar with all the aspects of 
the question, and that he would have to consult his government. 

Mr. Pork said that an order of the Supreme Economic Council had 
actually been given in the matter and that it would be necessary to sus- 
pend the execution of this order until a decision had been reached. 

Mr. Berruetor said that he believed the action would be taken in 
London, and it was therefore necessary to advise the authorities in that 
place. 

Sir Eyre Crows said that the matter seemed to him slightly involved. 
There had been so many bodies which had dealt with this question that 
it was not exactly clear to which body the order should be sent. 

Mr. Pox said that to make sure the order should be sent to every 
body which had dealt with the question. 

M. Picuon said that he was in favor of having the order for the 
delivery of the ships held in suspense until the matter had been de- 
cided upon by the Supreme Council. He pointed out, however, that 
the holding up of this order did not affect the question of the final 
distribution of the ships. 

Mr. Pox said that this was also his understanding of the matter. 
The United States had not been represented on the Supreme Economic 
Council. The Interallied Maritime Transport Council had felt that it 
had no authority to order the delivery of the ships and had conse- 
quently referred the matter to the Supreme Economic Council, despite 
the protest made by the United States. The Economic Council had 
taken jurisdiction of the matter and had given the orders for the de- 
livery of the ships to the Firth of Forth. It was to this body that the 
resolution of the Council should be sent without delay. 

Str Eyre Crowe said that he would notify the authorities in London 
in any case. 

(It was decided that the fourteen oil tank ships, which Germany had 
been allowed to retain at the time of the armistice, should not be de- 
livered to the Allies until such time as the Supreme Council has agreed 
upon their ultimate disposition.) Tae 

(It was further decided that the Supreme Economic Council, which 
had given the orders for the delivery of the ships in question, should be 
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instructed to take immediately the necessary steps to cancel these 
orders.) 

2. Str Eyre Crows said that in paragraph three of the resolution, 
taken by the Supreme Council on the previous day, (H. D. 58 Minute 
Beas 2), he thought that a slight error had occurred. This 
Beaches paragraph, which read as follows: 


“That the members of the Interallied Commission, charged with 
organizing the plebiscite, should not be chosen from among the mem- 
bers of the Interallied Commission now at Teschen.” 


had appeared in the report submitted by the joint Czecho-Slovak Pol- 
ish Commission as a mere expression of opinion of that body. 

He did not understand that the Commission had taken a definite 
resolution on this point and he did not wish to criticise it as a decision. 
He was not in a position to agree that it should be carried out, but 
would be obliged to refer to his government. It was possible that 
sufficient personnel might not be found to send a different British rep- 
resentation for the Plebiscite Commission than that of the Interallied 
Commission now at Teschen. He thought it would be well for each 
government to have free hand in the matter of this resolution. 

Mr. Larocue said that at the meeting of the Joint Czecho-Slovak 
and Polish Commission on September 10th Colonel Kisch, the British 
representative had suggested that the Interallied Commission actually 
at Teschen should be reinforced with additional members for the 
purpose of supervising the plebiscite. 

He, Mr. Laroche, had answered that the Commission now at 
Teschen should be completely withdrawn and a new Commission 
sent there for the purpose of the plebiscite. His reasons in so urg- 
ing were that the commission at present in Teschen had been there 
for such a long time, and had been so mixed up in local quarrels and 
difficulties that it was possible it would not have sufficient prestige 
to carry into effect its orders regarding the plebiscite. Colonel Kisch 
had agreed with this opinion. This agreement had enabled Mr. 
Cambon to state that even though no decision had been taken by 
the Commission on the point, this body was strongly in favor of the 
paragraph referred to by Sir Eyre Crowe. 

Mr. Capon said that he was all the more determined to maintain 
his recommendation of the previous day for the reason that two 
letters had been received in the interval; one was from Mr. Paderew- 
ski and the other from Mr. Benes. Mr. Benes had said that the 
Czecho-Slovak Government could not agree to the continuation in 
power of the present Commission at Teschen, because of the numer- 
ous complaints which had been received against that body, as well as 


* Ante, p. 800. 
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the complaints which it had made against the local authorities. It 
was highly desirable that a new Commission should be installed for 
the purpose of the plebiscite. Mr. Paderewski, in a letter written to 
Mr. Clemenceau, had spoken of the warlike atmosphere which existed 
throughout Upper Silesia and which necessitated a military interven- 
tion. He earnestly requested the immediate organization of a com- 
mission to carry out the plebiscite in that region, and further stated 
that such a body should send an appreciable number of officers ahead 
as an advance detachment. In this instance both the Czecho-Slovaks 
and Poles were in accord, and the Council should conform to their 
desires and send a new Commission there immediately. 

Mr. Picuon said he understood that Sir Eyre Crowe would recom- 
mend this proposition to his government. 

Mr. Pork said that, in order to spare the feelings of the present 
members of the Commission in Teschen, it would be as well that the 
matter should appear in the form of a recommendation of the Czecho- 
Slovak—Polish Commission, rather than a resolution of the Council. 

(It was decided that the third paragraph of the resolution taken 
by the Council on the previous day (H. D. 58, Minute 2) be amended 
to read as follows: 

“3. That it was preferable that the members of the Interallied 


Commission charged with organizing the plebiscite should not be 
chosen from among the members of the Interallied Commission now 


at Teschen.”) 


3. M. Picuon said that the Council had neglected at its last session 
to decide upon the entertainment allowances to be granted to the head 
of the Interallied Military Commission of Control 


Oicers of the 4 and to the heads of the Subcommissions thereof. 
Comaatantons st Coronet Roys said that General Nollet proposed to 
Sprit grant an entertainment allowance of 5,000 marks per 


month to each of the general officers acting as presidents of the Sub- 
commissions. This would insure to these officers a financial situation 
slightly inferior to that enjoyed by General Dupont, who had been 
Chief of the French Military Mission in Berlin during the armistice. 
General Nollet had not made any proposal in regard his own remun- 
eration. 

M. Picnon suggested that General Nollet should receive the same 
allowances as General Dupont had been granted. 

CotoneL Royer pointed out that this would not be feasible, as 
General Nollet would have four hundred officers under his orders as 
compared with twenty-five who had been under the command of 
General Dupont. He proposed 10,000 marks a month for General 


Nollet. 
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M. PicHon suggested that these figures might be accepted, subject 
to a revision to be made every three months. 

Mr, Potx directed the attention of the Council to the fact that the 
United States was not voting in this matter, as it had no representation 
on the Interallied Commissions of Control. 

It was decided: 


(1) that the following monthly entertainment allowances be made 
to the President of the Interallied Military Commission of Control 
in Germany and to the Presidents of the Subcommissions thereof, 
respectively : 


for the President of the Commission, 10,000 marks 
for the Presidents of the Subcommissions, 5,000 marks 


(2) that these allowances, as well as those of the remainder of the 
personnel of the Commissions, should be revised every three months, 
according to the economic conditions of the cost of living in Germany. 


4, M. Picuon said that each delegation had received copies of the 
telegrams sent by Sir George Clerk and that it might be well to await 
Situation in the return of the latter to Paris before discussing the 
eee information contained in his telegrams. 
ee (The Council had before it the telegrams from Sir 
George Clerk, dated Sept. 16th and 19th. See Appendices CAT, SBS. 
a, ) 

M. Brrruetor said that he had been instructed by M. Clemenceau 
to inform the Council that he, M. Clemenceau, considered M. Brati- 
ano’s answer, as expressed in Sir George Clerk’s telegrams, as con- 
ciliatory. This opinion was further strengthened by the fact that 
the Roumanian Government had made several proposals seeking to 
conciliate their position with the demands made by the Council. 
Colonel Antonesco had arrived in Paris to settle the military ques- 
tions with the Council. In addition, M. Bratiano had stated that 
he was prepared to release the material for the reconstruction of 
the bridge across the Save River, which he had held up pending the 
return by the Serbians of the material which they had removed 
from the Banat. Furthermore, in order to avoid being charged with 
stirring up Bolshevism in Hungary, and for the purpose of assisting 
the Hungarians to form a police force, the Roumanian Government 
was prepared, on withdrawing its forces from Hungary, to leave one 
division in Budapest under the command of the senior Allied General 
in that city. This measure would be for the purpose of maintaining 
order until the Hungarians were in a situation to guarantee it. 
Lastly, M. Bratiano was prepared to furnish a list of the requisitions 
made by the Roumanians in Hungary and agreed that these should be 
thrown into the general pool for the purpose of the reparations to 
all the Allies. 
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In view of the conciliatory nature of these proposals, M. Clemen- 
veau had believed that the delivery of arms and munitions to the 
Roumanian Government, agreed upon with the French in 1917, which 
had been temporarily held up, should be resumed. He had accord- 
ingly given orders that these shipments be resumed. 

Mr. Pox said that he was somewhat surprised that M. Clemenceau 
had taken this responsibility alone, as the decision to stop all ship- 
ments of material to Roumania had been taken by the Five Powers 
constituting the Council. 

M. Brrruevor said that he had not understood that the Council had 
reached a decision on this matter. He believed that M. Clemenceau 
had simply made an offer to suspend the French shipments, which 
were being made in execution of a contract entered into in 1917, and 
that this offer had been accepted by the Council. In addition, M. 
Bratiano had given the impression that France alone had suspended 
its shipments, for the British Government was actually negotiating 
with the Roumanians for the delivery of naval material and the trans- 
port of Roumanian material from Archangel. Italy was also in the 
process of establishing an economic agreement with Roumania. 

Mr. Potx said that on August 25 (see H. D. 38, Minute 3)? the 
Council had taken a formal resolution to suspend shipments of ma- 
terial of all kind to the Roumanian Government. 

Sir Eyre Crows said that Sir George Clerk had telegraphed to the 
effect that the shipments of British war material to Rumania had 
been stopped by virtue of the resolution of the Council referred to by 
Mr. Polk. The former had recommended, however, that, if the answer 
of the Rumanian Government was considered satisfactory by the 
Council the embargo on the shipments should be raised. 

Mr. BerTtHeLor admitted that there had been a resolution which 
had slipped his memory for the time being, and that this placed a 
different aspect on the situation. 

_ Mr. Picuon suggested that the Council would do well to await the 
arrival of Sir George Clerk. 

Mr. Potx agreed with Mr. Pichon, but drew attention again to 
the fact that the French Government had issued orders to recom- 
mence its shipments. He said that this placed him in an embarrass- 
ing position as he had stopped all American shipments immediately 
after the resolution referred to had been passed. It was extremely 
necessary for all the Allies to act together in this matter. Mr, Bra- 
tiano and his representatives had promised much, but up to the present 
had done nothing. In the communication made to Sir George Clerk 
on the subject of requisitions, the Rumanians had distinctly reserved 


? Vol. vu, p. 836. 
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everything which they had taken during the fighting. This reserva- 
tion might be extended to include everything which they had re- 
moved from Budapest. They also said that they would retain all 
material which had formerly belonged to them. The Allied Generals 
in Budapest were in an undignified position, and he could not agree 
with his colleagues that the Rumanian answer was conciliatory. 

Sr Eyre Crows said it would be well to adjourn the matter pend- 
ing the return of Sir George Clerk. He had received information 
by telegram to the effect that the Rumanians had made exorbitant 
requisitions in Hungary and that the actual situation in Budapest 
was very different from that which the Rumanians themselves de- 
scribed. 

Mr. Berruevor said that it would not be difficult to suspend the 
order given by the French Government to continue the shipments to 
Rumania. 

Mr. Porx said it would be better that this should be done. 

(It was decided that the resolution of the Council of August 25, 
(H. D. 38, Minute 3) be upheld, and that no shipments of material 
to Rumania should be authorized at the present time. 

It was further decided to adjourn the discussion of the question of 
Rumania until the arrival of Sir George Clerk from Bucharest.) 

5. (At this point Mr. Paderewski entered the room. ) 

Mr. Paperewsx1 said that the Polish Government had studied the 

question of Eastern Galicia, on which the Council had 
Popo deliberated. In this matter it had been guided not 
ee cy only by reasons of State, but also by the sincere de- 

sire to ascertain in what measure the provisions of the 
Polish Commission had carried out the wishes of the Supreme Council. 
He had consulted the Parliamentary Commissions of the Polish Na- 
tional Assembly, and numerous delegates from the people of all 
parts of the country, and also the Ruthenians, and he was sorry to 
inform the Council that the results had not been satisfactory. 
Galicia was one of the regions which had been greatly devastated, 
and more civilians had been killed therein than in any other coun- 
try. Since the armistice a civil war had deluged Poland with blood 
and the Ukrainians, led by the Germans, had carried havoc into the 
country. At the moment when the Allies were silencing the German 
guns on the Western Front, the Germans had been in process of dev- 
astating Poland and Galicia. 

Moved by the sufferings of these people the Peace Conference 
had endeavored to establish order, security, and justice in Galicia, 
and had, therefore wished to grant autonomy to that country. He 
pointed out, however, that Poland itself had already granted 
autonomy to Galicia, by virtue of the Polish Diet. As this was the 


THE COUNCIL OF HEADS OF DELEGATIONS 331 


case, and the province in question had been completely restored to 
order Poland was at a loss to understand the decision taken by the 
Peace Conference.® 

It was not easy for him to translate the feelings of a multitude of 
people, but intense pain had been caused to Poland by the rigor of 
the Council’s decision to cut out of its body politic a province which 
had been a part of Poland since the 14th Century. He realized that 
his country was too weak to enforce its historic rights. Poland once 
extended from the Baltic to the Danube, from the Elbe to the 
Dnieper, but it was not the wish of that country to claim Moravia 
and Slovakia from its good neighbors the Czecho-Slovaks. 

Poland’s rights to Galicia were not based upon past history, but 
upon the present and future. It was not a correct statement that 
only the urban population in Eastern Galicia was Polish and that 
the rural population was Ruthene. The population of the rural dis- 
tricts was largely Polish and in certain regions the proportion was 
as high as 50 per cent. At the time of the Austrian domination, 85 
per cent of the direct taxes in Eastern Galicia had been paid by 
Poles. Poland, while not basing its claims on the past, was obliged 
to insist upon the present, as its national existence was at stake. 

The city of Danzig, and the railway line leading from Warsaw 
there, an essential outlet for the Polish State, had been denied to 
Poland on the question of nationality because the population was 
largely German. On the other hand in Upper Silesia, on the request 
of the Germans a defeated enemy power, a plebiscite had been 
granted—in a region which was essentially Polish, as admitted by the 
Germans themselves. And now Poland was faced with the loss 
of Lemberg, the population of which was 85 per cent Polish, for the 
temporary regime proposed for Galicia meant a certain loss of that 
country. 

This temporary regime proposed by the Council brought joy to the 
hearts of the Germans. Instead of law and order existing in the 
country, its results would be continual conflicts of all kinds. A 
permanent electoral campaign would be carried on. German Agents, 
the very men who had killed Polish women and children, would con- 
stitute the members of the Galician Diet. The temporary regime 
furthermore, from an economic point of view, would prevent the 
exploitation of Polish resources in Galicia, especially in the oil dis- 
tricts where much Allied capital had been invested. It would be 
Poland’s duty to furnish the help necessary for the reconstruction of 
the country. If at the end of the temporary period provided for 
Galicia be snatched from Poland, from what source would Poland 
draw its reimbursement ? 


* HD-57, minute 3, and appendix C thereto, pp. 270 and 280. 
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He further pointed out that neither Admiral Koltchak, as represent- 
ing Russia, nor General Petlioura, as representing the Ukraine, dis- 
puted Poland’s just claims to Eastern Galicia. He had only heard 
of the proposed Treaty by rumors as he had not seen the proposed 
text of the document. He believed, however, that it comprised three 
clauses which were extremely prejudicial to Polish Interests. 

These were: First, the entrusting of the agrarian reform to the 
Galician diet; Second, the fact that Galicia was not to be represented 
in the Polish diet; and lastly that the inhabitants of Galicia were not 
to be submitted to the compulsory military service of Poland. 

On the first point he said that the Polish Government alone should 
be entrusted with the agrarian reforms in Galicia, as otherwise the 
Galician diet, inspired by German influence, would only look to the 
despoiling of their Polish neighbors. 

On the second point he felt that it was impossible that two million 
Poles living in Eastern Galicia should not have a voice in the Diet 
at Warsaw. 

As regards military service it would not be just to accord the 
Galicians all the rights and privileges of the Polish government 
without subjecting them to its obligations. 

The general scheme of the Treaty seemed to him to be to detach 
Galicia from Poland at the earliest possible moment. The temporary 
regime provided for meant the loss of Lemberg and all Eastern Galicia, 
a loss which Poland could not endure and survive. Poland would 
never forgive its delegates to the Conference should it lose Eastern 
Galicia. It was obliged to defend this territory as it would defend 
its own body. Galicia had given poets, heroes and statesmen to 
Poland. He entreated the Council not to impose on Poland the tem- 
porary regime for Eastern Galicia provided by the Treaty. He asked 
that the treaty be not upheld, if the Council desired to see a firm 
allied state in Central Europe. 

In conclusion he asked that Galicia be granted to Poland and prom- 
ised that the latter would govern it in the interests of humanity and 
justice, and that no complaints except from the German interests, 
would be heard. 

6. Mr. Potk suggested that the Council was not making much prog- 
ress with the agenda at each of its meetings. He therefore suggested 

that the meetings. should take place earlier in the 

work of the day, or twice a day, or that Committees may be made 

use of to a greater extent. In addition, he proposed 

that where unanimity had been reached upon a question in the discus- 

sions of any Commission, this matter be placed at the head of the 

agenda each day and the reading of the report of the Commission be 
omitted. 
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M. Picuon said that he and M. Clemenceau would be unable to 
attend meetings of the Council in the afternoon as they were both 
engaged at the French Chamber. 

After some further discussion, it was decided: 

(1) that the meetings of the Council should take place at 10:30 
o’clock each morning. 

(2) that matters upon which unanimous decisions had been reached 
at the Commission hearings, should be placed at the head of the 


agenda for each day and the reading of the Commission’s report 
thereon be omitted. 


(The meeting then adjourned.) 
Horet pe Criiion, Paris, September 23, 1919. 
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Decypher of Telegram From General Bandholtz, Bucharest, 
Transmitted From United States Signal Corps, Paris 


D. September 16, 1919. 
R. 10:20, September 19, 1919. 


[Mzssacze From Sm Grorcr CiEerK] 


74. Following from Bucharest; request transmission to Supreme 
Council : 


No. 2 (R) 

I arrived at Bucharest Thursday September 11th but owing to 
Ministerial crisis and absence of Ministers, summoned by the King 
to Sinaia, was unable to transmit communication on that day. 

Mr. Bratiano resigned from Office on the morning of September 
12th but told me that he would continue to direct affairs until his 
successor was appointed and that he considered it incumbent on him 
to do all in his power to hasten an agreement with the Supreme 
Council although he no longer held political position qualifying him 
to give formal and final reply to the Note from the Supreme Council. 

I accordingly delivered the Note and copies of the previous tele- 
grams* to Mr. Bratiano at the same time explaining my position as 
defined in my instructions from M. Clemenceau. I also assured Mr. 
Bratiano of the desire of the Supreme Council to reach friendly 
understanding and cordial co-operation with the Roumanian Gov- 
ernment. 


* Appendix E to HD-47, p. 111. 

° Appendix C to HD-23, vol. vil, p. 517; appendix A to HD-24, ibid., p. 541; 
HD-25, ibid., p. 555; appendix B to HD-26, ibid., p. 615; HD-80, ibid., p. 682; 
appendix C to HD-31, ibid., p. 691; appendix A to HD-37, ibid., p. 819; appendix 
C to HD-388, ibid., p. 857. 
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This morning Mr. Bratiano gave me a summary of his views on 
the Note. His Excellency said that some of it both in form and 
substance (French—fond) seemed to him unjust to Roumanian Gov- 
ernment and founded on evidence that required corroboration; if it 
lay with him to give a formal reply he would be obliged to refer to 
points which did not correspond to the situation of Roumania and 
which misrepresented her actions. It was not, however, under such 
a discussion that he intended to set forth his conclusions for he 
neither wished nor intended to say anything that might further em- 
bitter the situation as he was most anxious to re-establish relations 
of mutual and friendly confidence. Koumania had always realised ( ? 
“importance of” omitted) good relations with Allies and had never 
intended to depart from them. Isolated acts of abuse might have 
occurred during the Roumanian advance as happened in every similar 
case, but they were entirely against Mr. Bratiano’s policy and instruc- 
tions, and, where proved would be punished. Roumania most of 
all of the Allies required settled and prosperous Hungary on her 
frontiers and self-interest alone urged moderation. 

As regards requisitions Mr. Bratiano gave me an explanation which 
Iam sending in separate telegram. He added that Colonel Antonesco, 
D. M. O. left for Paris on (? August 22nd) and would give all neces- 
sary information on the subject. 

For one thing Mr. Bratiano assumed full responsibility. When 
last Hungarian advance failed and became retreat he ordered Rou- 
manian army not to stop until they had taken Budapest. Mr. 
Bratiano felt that for security of Roumania and Europe generally 
this was essential and his action seemed to him, though unauthorized 
so patently in general interest that he had not hesitated to take it 
rather than refer to Paris and risk refusal such as he had experienced 
before. As regards the four questions put to Roumania in the Note. 

(1) Mr. Bratiano was not only ready but anxious to withdraw 
Roumanian forces who were heavy charge on the Government and 
who ought to be at home for the harvest. Failing any arrange. 
ments for close co-operation of Allies presence of Roumanian Army 
aroused resentment of certain parts of Hungarian people without 
gaining in return the gratitude of Hungarian Government and of 
the elements of order who, thanks to the army, could organise them- 
selves. On the other hand Allied powers suspected and fettered the 
action which the Roumanian army thought to take in the general 
interest. Bratiano had accordingly issued instruction for with- 
drawal to begin at once though he was not confident what the result 
would be in Hungary. I said, presumably Hungarian authorities 
would be given facilities to constitute police force in evacuated zone 
for maintenance of law and order. 
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(2 and 3) No requisitions were allowed beyond military and rail- 
way material and supplies for army of occupation while payment, 
in money or requisition bonds was always made for supplies. Bra- 
tiano was ready to agree that reparation commission should make 
an inventory of all requisitions which had not been carried out by 
Roumanian forces under arms and that value of such as belonged 
to general stock should be subtracted from Roumania’s share but 
he considered that in view of Roumania’s particular interest he was 
justified in making condition that Roumania should be represented 
on commission charged with this duty. 

(4) Order and responsible Government in Huiigary were more 
essential to Roumania than to anyone but he, Mr. Bratiano, insisted 
that collaboration ought to be real and that Roumania should not 
be asked to carry out orders without previous consultation and con- 
sideration, and he further dwelt on the fact that Roumanian army 
could only help Hungarian Government which while having under- 
standing with the Powers must also be in agreement with Ru- 
mania. 

(I understand this somewhat obscure phrase to mean that Rou- 
mania’s interests are so (decidedly) (geographically?) concerned 
with future relations with Hungary, that a Hungarian Government 
must give guarantees which will satisfy Roumania as well as the 
Great Powers.) Mr. Bratiano to whom I have shown this telegram 
authorizes me to say it conveys in summarized form his attitude 
towards the 4 questions asked of him by the Supreme Council. 

(Signed—Cturrx ) 
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Translation 


Telegram 
September 19, 1919. 
Received: September 20, 1919. 
From: Sir G. Clerk, Bucharest. 
To: Supreme Council, Paris. 

Mr. Bratiano, much excited by the story of the children’s hos- 
pital, asks me to inform the Conference that he has received from 
Budapest a report proving that the doctors directing the children’s 
hospital in this city have declared in writing that neither the Ru- 
manian authorities nor any Rumanian subject in this hospital has 
taken away any medicine, dressings, or other sanitary objects, and 
that consequently the children’s lives have not been endangered. 
The military authorities at Budapest have requested the inter- 
Allied Commission to investigate this affair. 
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Translation 


Telegram 


Bucwarest, September 19, 1919. 
Received: September 22, 1919. 
From: Sir G. Clerk. 
To: Sir Eyre Crowe, Hotel Astoria, Paris. 


Although I have not received a reply to my telegrams addressed 
to the Supreme Council, Mr. Bratiano tells me that he has learned 
indirectly from Paris that these telegrams have been considered 
as forming the basis of an agreement. 

I propose, therefore, to leave here Monday. A longer stay on 
my part might be used by political parties to further their own 
interests. Mr. Bratiano has moreover explained to me his opinion 
on the situation in Hungary with more detail and more precision, 
and has asked me to take his declaration to Paris. I am going to 
Budapest, where I will arrive Tuesday evening, and where I hope 
to see Mr. Diamandi and the Allied Generals. I will leave for 
Vienna and Paris the next day by the fastest way. 


Paris Peace Conf. 180.03501/60 HD-60 
Notes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 


Powers Held in M. Pichon’s Room at the Quai d’Orsay, Paris, on 
Thursday, September 25, 1919, at 10: 30 a. m. 


PRESENT 
AMERICA, 
UNITED STATES OF BritIsH EMPIRE FRANCE 
Hon. F. L. Polk Sir Eyre Crowe M. Tardieu 
Secretary Secretary Secretary 
Mr. L. Harrison Mr. H. Norman M. de St. Quentin 
IraLty JAPAN 

M. Scialoja M. Matsui. 

Secretary Secretary 

M. Barone Russo M. Kawai. 

Joint Secretariat 

AMERICA, UNITED States OF ... Mr. C. Russell 

BRITISH HMPIRE ......-086 Captain Hinchley-Cooke 

FRANCE? Ss 2 01'. ee ee ee ee © COMMaANdant Portier 

Teatyinew of. 2 fglerayetesil G4. Lieutenant de Carlo. 


Interpreter—M. Camerlynck 


The following were also present for the items in which they were concerned. 


AMERICA, UNITED STATES OF 
Mr. A. Dulles 

Mr. F. K. Nielsen 

BriTIsoH HMPIRE 

Mr. Carr 

Mr. Nicolson 

Lt. Col. Kisch 

General Sackville-West 
Commander Lucas, R. N. 
FRANCH 


M. Cambon 
M. Laroche 
General Le Rond 
M. Lazard. 


ITALY 
M. Brambilla 


M. Dell’Abbadessa, 
1. M. Tarprev said that M. Pichon would be unable to be present 
on account of the session of the Chamber and had therefore asked 
him to make his excuses for him to the members of 
Ponvention of the the Council and to act in his place. 
ea The Secretariat of the American Delegation had 
transmitted to the Secretary-General of the Conference a note con- 
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taining a telegram addressed by Mr. Gompers? to M. Arthur Fon- 
taine? (See Appendix “A”). He wished to ask whether Mr. Polk 
was in position to say for what reason this meeting had been called and 
whether the members of the Council had any objections to the meet- 
ing of the Commission. 

Mr. Pork said that he had no information as to the reasons of the 
meeting. 

Str Eyre Crowe said that it was unfortunate that the Council was 
without information as to the reasons for the meeting. 

M. Tarpinu said that it would be possible to call the Commission to- 
gether and to await further information as to the subjects to be dis- 
cussed at the meeting. 

Str Eyre Crows said that he was ready to telegraph to Mr. Barnes, 
but he had a further question to ask, and that was where the Commis- 
sion was to meet. It would be difficult to take a decision on this point 
without knowing the reasons for the meeting. 

Mr. Porx said that he had received a telegram from Washington 
dated September 23rd, according to which Mr. Gompers had stated 
that the Plenary Labor Commission would meet in Paris between Sep- 
tember 25th and October 5th and that it was hoped that no decision 
to recommend postponing the Conference would be taken until further 
information in the premises was telegraphed. It would probably be 
possible to find a method to enable the United States to participate in 
the Conference, whether the Treaty was ratified in time by the Senate 
or not. 

M. Tarviev proposed that the Council summon a Representative of 
the Ministry of Labor and that the discussion of the question be post- 
poned until his arrival. 

M. Lazarp then entered the room. He said that he was not fully 
acquainted with the object of the meeting and that M. Fontaine, who 
would be in a position to inform the Council better than he, was, at 
the moment, in Rome. He was able to say, however, that the tele- 
gram from Mr. Gompers did not come entirely as a surprise. In 
the unofficial meeting held by several of the members of the Com- 
mission on September 7th, a number of members of the Commission 
expressed a desire to hold a further meeting, but nothing was said 
which would indicate what the subject of discussion would be. The 
telegram came unexpectedly and as a surprise, because the situation 
was the same now as it was a fortnight ago. 


*Samuel Gompers, President of the American Federation of Labor; United 
States representative and President, Commission on International Labor Legis- 
lation. 

* Arthur Fontaine, French representative and Secretary-General, Commission 
on International Labor Legislation. 
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Mr. Potx said that he thought the best plan would be for him to 
telegraph Mr. Gompers in order to ascertain the nature of the subjects 
which would be discussed at the meeting. 

M. Tarprev agreed, but added that he wished to point out that the 
French Government was entirely disposed to call the Commission 
together. 

M. Lazarp said that Mr. Gompers asked that the meeting take place 
before the 29th. At present that appeared impossible and it would 
seem better to meet early in October. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that that was his opinion, especially as the 
place of meeting had not been fixed. 

M. Tarvrev said that the Council would wait for further informa- 
tion. He understood that Mr. Polk would telegraph to Washington, 
and that Sir Eyre Crowe would communicate with Mr. Barnes. 

2. Mr. Pox said that at the last meeting it had been decided that 
the Supreme Economic Council should be asked to take immediately 

the necessary steps to guarantee the delivery to the 
Stare Allies of fourteen German oil tank ships.? According 

to information which he had received no orders on 
the subject had been given in London. 

M. Tarprev said that he was informed that the Supreme Economic 
Council had been acquainted with the decision of the Council, but he 
was without information as to whether the order had been carried 
out or not. 

Mr. Potx said that it was necessary for the Supreme Economic 
Council to immediately carry out the measures which were asked of 
them, as in the meantime the ships would be delivered. 

Sir Eyre Crows said that he telegraphed to London to arrange that 
an expert be sent to him to furnish information on the subject. 

Mr. Potx said that in any event Admiral Charlton should be di- 
rected to keep the ships where they were until further orders were 
received. 

M. Tarprev said that the situation appeared to be as follows: The 
Supreme Economic Council, which was in possession of the resolution 
of the Supreme Council, thought that there was something to be said 
in connection with the matter. The French Government held the same 
view. In 48 hours the Conference would be in possession of the Su- 
preme Economic Council’s proposals. 

Mr. Potx said that in awaiting this decision it was most urgent that 
the ships should not be moved. 

Srir Eyre Crows said that he had telegraphed to London in regard 
to the matter. 


> HD-59, minute 1, p. 328. 
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M. Larocuz said that only the Armistice Commission was in position 
to stop the delivery. 

Mr. Poxx said that he considered it essential that the Supreme Coun- 
cil should act, for up to the moment it appeared to him that the only 
steps taken in the matter had been through the kindness of Sir Eyre 
Crowe. 

M. Tarprev said that if a resolution was taken in a sense of what Mr. 
Polk asked, the Council would be doing exactly what had been done on 
the preceding day. 

(M. Tardieu then read the resolution taken on September 23rd, . 
H. D. 59.) 

Mr. Potx said that in any case it would be necessary for the Supreme 
Council to take steps which had been asked of it. If they had not done 
this, it was necessary to know the reasons. The Armistice Commission 
should be asked to suspend all action. 

M. Tanpiev said that that had been decided at the previous meet- 
ing. He would ascertain in the afternoon just what the Supreme 
Economic Council had done and whether they had executed the order 
of the Conference and in what manner. 

3. M. Tarptev said that the question before the Council was the 
report of the Spitzberg Commission and a draft Treaty which had 

been refused [revised?] by the Drafting Committee 
Goesionct (see Appendices B & C). The members of the Com- 

mission were unanimous, and, in view of the resolu- 
tion taken by the Council at the last meeting,‘ he did not believe that it 
would be necessary to open a discussion of the question. 

M. Scratosa said that it would not be necessary to read or to discuss 
the report, but that it would be necessary to take a vote. 

M. Larocue said that the conclusions of the report were as follows: 
(1) The Commission submitted to the Council the text of a draft 
Treaty, which had been modified in form by the Drafting Committee 
in such a manner as to make the French and English texts agree; (2) 
The Commission proposed that, as regarded the signature of the 
Treaty, the Treaty be communicated, first to the Norwegian Govern- 
ment, which would state whether it agreed. The other contracting 
parties would then be invited to state within a space of six weeks time 
whether they were prepared to sign. 

It was decided to accept: 

(1) the report addressed to the Supreme Council by the Spitzberg 
Commission, and 


‘For resolution concerning procedure in the Council meetings, see HD-59, 
minute 6, p. 332. 
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(2) toapprove the draft Treaty as prepared by this Commission and 
revised by the Drafting Committee.® 


4, M. Tarprev read an extract of a letter from Lord Milner to M. 
Dutasta dated August 14th, 1919 (See Appendix “D”). The Special 
Commission on Mandates at its meeting in London on 
ozucse Claim = August 5th had unanimously proposed that the Por- 
tuguese claims to the triangle of Kionga should be 
recognized. (This proposal was adopted.) 
It was decided : 


to accept the proposal made by the Special Commission on Man- 
dates at its meeting of August 5th, and to recognize Portugal as the 
original and legitimate proprietor of this part of the former German 
Colony of East Africa, situated south of the Rovuma and known 
as the “Kionga Triangle.” 


5. M. Tarprev read a letter of September 14th, 1919, addressed by M. 
Tittoni to the President of the Conference asking that the Military 
Representatives at Versailles should be directed to 
mann 5 study the question of organization of a military, naval 
Commission of, and air control for Austria. (See Appendix E.) The 
proposal was adopted. 
It was decided: 
that the permanent Military representatives at Versailles should 
be directed to prepare, together with the Naval and Air representa- 
tives of the Allied and Associated Powers, a detailed proposal, in 
view of the constitution of Interallied Commissions of Military, 
Naval and Air Control, which should be charged to see to the execu- 
a by Austria of the Military, Naval and Air Clauses of the Treaty 
of Peace. 


6. Sm Eyre Crowe said that he had received a telegram from 
Sir George Clerk who had proposed returning to Paris unless the 
Supreme Council directed him to remain. He had 
Cana telegraphed to Sir George Clerk that the Supreme 
Council would undoubtedly desire to discuss the mat- 
ter. Upon receiving this telegram Sir George Clerk decided to re- 
main. He finally telegraphed him to come to Budapest and from 
there to Paris. He thought that this telegram had not reached him. 
M. Tarprev said that he was grateful for this information, but he 
could not see that anyone was to blame for the delay. 
Mr. Pork said that the Relief Administration had a telegraph line 
to Budapest and that he would be glad to place this wire at Sir Eyre 


°Wor text of the treaty signed February 9, 1920, see Foreign Relations, 1920, 
vol. 1, p. 78. 
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Crowe’s disposal for any telegrams which he might desire to send to 
Sir George Clerk. 

7. Sm Eyre Crows said that Mr. Lloyd George was more than ever 

convinced that firm action should be taken to force the Germans to 

evacuate the Baltic Provinces. Mr. Lloyd George 
Evacuation of the Wished, but he would not press the point, that Polish 
Ee eecuavai | troops should be utilized. He was now charged by the 

British Government to.make a new proposal. The 
Allies had pledged themselves in previous conversations with the 
Germans to facilitate the importation into Germany of food-stuffs of 
which Germany was in great need, and they had authorized the Ger- 
mans to communicate to the Supreme Economic Council a list of articles 
which they particularly needed. He proposed that the Supreme Eco- 
nomic Council should be asked to stop the shipment of food-stuffs and 
other necessities to Germany and that the German Government be 
notified accordingly. Mr. Lloyd George thought that this would have 
a very good effect. He thought also that the American Government 
were prepared to stop all financial transactions with Germany. If 
these measures were insufficient it would be necessary to take whatever 
further steps seemed advisable. Mr. Lloyd George had always advo- 
cated the utilization of the Polish Army and he now proposed that the 
head of the British Naval Mission in France place himself at the dis- 
posal of Marshal Foch to study with him the question of what military 
and naval measures might be advantageous at a future date. He had 
prepared the draft of a note (See annex F), the first three paragraphs 
repeating the words of the note prepared by General Weygand,** which 
had already been discussed. It would be necessary to change the end 
of the third paragraph in such a way as to take into account the remarks 
which Mr. Polk had made at the last meeting. The end of the note 
would be drafted in the manner which he had pointed out. If the 
American Delegation consented, it would be possible to insert a sup- 
plementary paragraph respecting the suppression of financial trans- 
actions. 

M. Taroiev said that if he understood the British proposal correctly, 
it called for immediate action, first, the refusal of the German demands 
for the furnishing of food for Germany; second, the refusal of credits. 
If these measures were insufficient the British Government were will- 
ing to consider the question of military action. He agreed with this 
proposal, but wished to make two remarks, one as to form, and the 
other as to substance. In regard to form, the British Delegation pro- 
posed that the Allies reserve the right to take further steps. This was 
the fourth time that the question had been raised, and, in view of this 


"= Appendix B to HD-56, p. 267. 
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fact, it seemed to him that the least which could be done, if the Allied 
and Associated Governments wished to make a real threat, was to 
take actual steps. He proposed, therefore, that the note should say 
that, if the Allied and Associated Governments did not receive satis- 
faction, they would take other steps. 

Sir Eyre Crows said that he would accept this modification. 

M. Tarorev said that he remembered that Mr. Polk had said that it 
might be advisable to stop the repatriation of German prisoners of 
war. He asked whether Sir Eyre Crowe had referred this matter to 
the British Government, and whether he had received any instruc- 
tions. 

Str Eyre Crowe replied that he had received no instructions from 
his Government on this point. 

Mr. Pork said that he was convinced that something ought to be 
done. He preferred action to a threat. In a conversation which had 
recently taken place at Versailles between Colonel Logan and Baron 
von Lersner, Colonel Logan had not failed to call attention to the 
bad impression which the attitude of the German Government had 
made upon the American Government. Colonel Logan had pointed 
out that it was most important that Germany should take action, 
and had let him understand that if the action were delayed, America 
would take definite steps. Baron von Lersner had replied that it was 
a political question and that the Army which was in the hands of the 
reactionaries would not obey the Government which was powerless. 
Colonel Logan then said that this explanation was not satisfactory 
and that if the German Government had no power it had better with- 
draw. It was necessary that that Government should take imme- 
diate measures to prove its good faith. He added that Colonel Lo- 
gan had not spoken in the name of the Council, but the Germans had 
learned unofficially the view of the United States. 

M. Tarprev asked whether the Council were in agreement as to the 
first three paragraphs. 

Mr. Porx said that there remained the question of the alteration of 
the last phrase and that he would propose a draft. 

M. Tarvrev said that he thought that it would not serve a useful 
purpose to fix a delay and to say at the soonest possible moment for 
from the present moment the Allied and Associated Governments 
proposed to take action. 

Sir Eyre Crows said that he would ask his Government whether it 
would be possible to make any statement in the note regarding the 
holding-up of the repatriation of the German prisoners of war, but 
he wished to ask if the repatriation of the prisoners of war were 
stopped it would necessarily apply to all the Allied Powers and 
whether it would not be possible to speak of a total of [or?] partial 
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holding-up of the repatriation. He did not think that the British 
Government were prepared, so far as they were concerned, to stop 
the repatriation completely for the work of repatriation was in opera- 
tion and it was difficult to stop it. 

M. Tarprev said that this would nevertheless be a most efficacious 
method of action. 

M. Scratosa said that he agreed that this method could be most use- 
fully employed. 

M. Tarprev said that for the sake of their own peace it was most 
necessary for the German Government that the repatriation be con- 
tinued. If the repatriation were stopped pressure would be brought 
upon the German Government by the German people themselves. It 
was, therefore, highly important that an expression of this threat be 
made in the note. 

Sir Eyre Crows said that if the proposal was accepted he thought 
it would be advisable that the decision of the Council be made known 
to the public through the press. He wished to ask, however, what 
Powers had consented to the proposed repatriation of the German 
prisoners of war in their custody. 

M. Marsur said that Japan was in a difficult situation. The 
repatriation had begun. He asked whether the prisoners’ transports 
should be held up en route, for instance at Singapore. That would 
be difficult. He thought that it would be preferable to adopt the 
formula: “total or partial suspension of repatriation.” 

M. Tarptev said that the American, British and Japanese Govern- 
ments had consented to the repatriation, but that the German Govern- 
ment had received a communication in the name of the Allied and 
Associated Powers. He wished to recall the terms of the note which 
had been addressed to the German Delegation and which had been 
prepared by Mr. Balfour. 

(M. Tardieu then read the text of the declaration of the Allied and 
Associated Powers relative to the repatriation of prisoners of war. 
See H. D. 41.)7 

He said that it would be possible to insert in the reply the following 
phrase: “at the same time the Allied and Associated Powers, with 
reference to Paragraph 2 of their declaration of August 28th last, 
pointed out that the benevolent measures respecting the anticipated 
repatriation of German prisoners of war was to take place either for 
all the prisoners or for part of them.” ‘ 

Str Eyre Crows said that he wished to make it quite clear that if 
the British Government did not interrupt the repatriation of prison- 
ers of war they were not acting counter to the resolution of the 
Council. 


* Minute 2, vol. vi, p. 957. 
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M. Tarprev said that he wished to point out that if the British 
Government continued to repatriate the prisoners, the threat of the 
Council would be vain, and, in that event, he thought it would be bet- 
ter to make no threat. It would be necessary to ascertain from Sir 
Crowe and Mr. Polk whether Great Britain and America were pre- 
pared to interrupt the repatriation of prisoners. 

Sir Eyre Crows said that he wished to point out that the interrup- 
tion of the repatriation would be far more prejudicial to Great Britain 
than to Germany. 

M. Tarviev asked whether Mr. Polk was in a position to furnish 
a paragraph in regard to the refusal of credits. 

Mr. Potx said that he would take up the matter on that day. 

M. Tarvrev said that in any event it would be possible to refer the 
draft reply to the Drafting Committee in order that the Committee 
could agree upon a reply which would include Mr. Polk’s draft para- 
graph and the proposal of the British Delegation. 

Mr. Porx said that he wished to point out that it would not be pos- 
sible for him to receive a reply by the following day. 

(It was decided : 


(1) that the Drafting Committee should prepare a note to the Ger- 
man Delegation concerning the evacuation of the Baltic Provinces by 
Germany ; 

(2) that the Drafting Committee should take as a basis for its work 
the note prepared by General Weygand and modified by the British 
Delegation (Appendix F) with the changes in text approved by the 
Council ; 

3) that the text pers by Mr. Polk should be noted; and, 

(43 that in case the American and British Governments agreed to 
an interruption of the repatriation of prisoners of war, an additional 
paragraph should be prepared to mee the total or partial interrup- 
tion of the repatriation of German prisoners of war.) 


8. M. Tarvrev said that the Council had received new proposals 
from the Blockade Commission (See Appendix [G]). 

Mr. Potx read and commented upon the annex to 
aren a this proposal (See Appendix H). 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that his experts did not con- 
sider the American proposal sufficient. They thought that the fol- 
lowing text should be adopted. (See Appendix I.) The British 
experts thought that this proposal would renew [sic] a number of 
difficulties. There would be no blockade. There would be no capturing 
of ships. Vessels would be instructed to turn back. They would be 
informed that there was danger ahead. If they still persisted they 
would be made to turn back. 
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Mr. Porx asked what would happen if the ships refused to obey the 
orders given them. 

Str Eyre Crowe said that they would not refuse. 

M. Martsour said that he thought that it was quite probable that they 
would refuse. 

Commanpant Levavasseur said that the British proposal was a 
make-shift. Ifa ship wished to pass there was no method of stopping 
it. He desired to point out that from the day when peace was signed 
with Germany no warship had any longer the right to stop a merchant 
ship. Ifa merchant ship wished to pass in spite of the injunctions of 
the Allied warships there was nothing that could be done. The former 
proposals made it possible to avoid these dangers. He asked what 
would happen if a cruiser should meet a German convoy escorted by 
destroyers which insisted upon passing. He thought that this was a 
question which ought to be carefully studied. 

M. Tarprev said that it was most important to avoid taking deci- 
sions which could not be applied. The British proposal undoubtedly 
presented serious inconveniences. He thought that so far as the Amer- 
ican proposal was concerned it would be inconvenient to permit the 
Commander of each warship to judge as to the action which he chose 
to exercise. In both cases there was no impression of an operation 
well conceived and likely to be pressed to a successful conclusion. 

CommManpbanT Levavasseur said that in the proposals formerly pre- 
sented the Commanders of ships of war were vested with the authority 
of all the Powers. 

Str Eyre Crowe said that that would also apply to the British pro- 
posal. It would be communicated by the Principal Allied and Asso- 
ciated Powers to the neutral Governments. 

M. Tarprev agreed, but said that in the British proposal it was the 
means of execution which were inadequate. 

Sir Eyre Crows said that he could not agree, for the British pro- 
posal gave vessels of war the right of turning back merchant ships. 

M. Scratosa said that the proposal would not foreshadow any pos- 
sible action in the event that merchant ships refused to obey the 
order. 

Commanpant Levavassrur said that he thought that in preparing 
the proposal for which he acted as spokesman, provision was made 
for the right of turning back ships. 

M. Taroviev said that in fact there was a blockade without the right 
of capturing cargoes. 

Mr. Porx said that he thought that there was danger of creating a 
new kind of blockade which would not be recognized in International 
Law. In view of the fact that the Allied and Associated Governments 
were not at war with Soviet Russia, they would be creating a danger- 
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ous precedent. The United States would not give clearance to vessels 
desiring to leave American ports for Russia. The danger lay in the 
case of leaving Scandinavia or Germany. 

M. Tarpteu asked Mr. Polk whether the reserve contained in the 
American proposal was sufficient to satisfy him. 

Mr. Potx replied that it was. He added that if a neutral ship were 
stopped in its course, for example a Danish ship, the Allied and 
Associated Governments exposed themselves to the payment of, 
damages. 

Commanbant Levavasseur said that the note of the Allied and 
Associated Governments would be addressed to the neutral Govern- 
ments. If these Governments accepted the contents no difficulty 
would arise. 

M. Tarpiev said that the agreement of these Governments would 
serve as the basis for this new form of blockade. 

Mr. Poxx asked what the situation would be if the neutral Govern- 
ments did not accept. The notification would not bind them or 
protect the Allies against claims for damages. 

CoMMANDANT LeEvavassEvR said that in one case as in the other the 
situation would be the same. It was a question of a blockade which 
was not a blockade. 

Mr. Poik said that he would be equally frank and that if they 
wanted a blockade, the best means would be to declare war against 
Russia. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that it should be remembered that the warships 
were carrying on hostile operations in the Baltic against the Bolshe- 
viks according to the orders of the Allies. It was necessary to give 
them means of fulfilling their mission. 

M. Tarprev agreed. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that the difficulty should not be exaggerated. 
A few ships would be stopped, they would learn that they could not 
pass and soon no ships would appear. 

Mr. Potx said that the United States hesitated to create precedents. 
In the present war they had had difficulties with the precedents of the 
American Civil War. 

M. Tarpiev said that he wished to call Mr. Polk’s attention to the 
observation of Sir Eyre Crowe with which he entirely agreed. The 
Allied fleets in the Baltic were in fact playing the role of war vessels 
on war service. That being the case, he could not see how it was less 
serious to stop merchant ships than to bombard Cronstadt. A difficult 
question of form ought not to be sufficient to prevent a solution of the 
question. In view of these facts, he agreed with Sir Eyre Crowe, 
that even if the Allied and Associated Powers ran the risk of having 
to pay damages, they should be willing to take the risk in view of 
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the present situation. There were many examples in history of 
pacific blockades, for example the case of Greece and of China. The 
pacific blockade had a recognized place in International Law. 

Mr. Porx said that it was not a question of a pacific blockade. 

M. Tarprev said that he did not agree. The blockade in question 
was a means of coercion. 

M. Scratosa said that in order to conform to the regulations of 
International Law, it would be necessary to communicate the state of 
blockade to the Soviet Government, but in view of the fact that that 
Government was not recognized, he did not see that strictly speaking 
it was a question of blockade. He thought that it was rather a ques- 
tion of International police and that the precedents in this sense should 
be examined. 

M. Tarvrev said that the Council agreed as to the practical utility 
of the measures proposed. But Mr. Polk objected to the precedents 
which would be created. He suggested that the legal advisors be asked 
to study the precedents and find a formula to which all could agree. 
So far as the execution of the blockade was concerned the proposals 
of the Naval representatives would be adopted. He did not wish 
to delay the solution of a question which had already been too much 
delayed, but what he proposed appeared necessary. 

M. Cameon said that he wished to recall precedents which existed. 
Great Britain and France had often used the pacific blockade as a 
means of coercion. The examples of Greece and of China had recently 
been mentioned. The difficulty in the present case was that there 
was no Government in Russia to which a notification of the blockade 
could be communicated. 

M. Larocus said that the very fact. of there being no Government 
would justify a measure of International police. 

M. Tarviev said that he wished to sum up the situation as he saw 
it. It would be possible to impose a pacific blockade if a Government 
existed to which a notification of the blockade could be made. No 
such Government existed. It was therefore necessary to trust to the 
ingenuity of the legal advisors to find a means of justifying a measure 
of International police. 

Mr. Potk agreed that the question should be referred to the Draft- 
ing Committee. 

(It was decided : 


(1) to request the Drafting Committee to immediately examine the 
arguments in International Law upon which the blockade of Soviet 
Russia could be based; and, 

(2) to call to the attention of the Drafting Committee the fact that 
the absence of a Government in Soviet Russia recognised by the Powers 
prevented the Powers from notifying that Government in the regular 
way of a state of blockade. 
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9. M. Campon read and commented upon the proposal of the Com- 

mission on Polish Affairs which it was hoped would be consistent with 

the opinion formerly expressed by the Supreme Coun- 

Bee tanctt cil on the subject of agrarian legislation in Eastern 
Galicia. (See Appendix J.) 

Mr. Potx said he had no objection to make to this text. 

M. Tarviev recalled the declarations which M. Paderewski had 
made before the Supreme Council.° M. Paderewski had stated that 
he could not admit that the agrarian question was not one for the 
National Assembly at Warsaw to decide. 

M. Camson said that he wished to add that in a private conversa- 
tion, M. Paderewski had told him that he was in favor of the League 
of Nations scheme. M. Paderewski had insisted that the attribution 
of Eastern Galicia be made in a definite way. If he (M. Cambon) 
might express a personal view, he wished to add that the Council were 
going beyond their rights in entrusting the fate of an entirely agri- 
cultural district to a population the majority of which was not Polish. 

Mr. Pork said that M. Paderewski had opposed, above everything 
else, the provisional character of the statute. He (Mr. Polk) thought 
that it would be possible to satisfy M. Paderewski in suppressing the 
provisional character and in altering certain points of the proposal. 
With this end in view he had prepared a memorandum (See Annex 
“K”). He felt that in establishing a provisional regime the Council 
were allowing the existence of a region in the Central Europe which 
would become a dangerous centre of discord. 

M, Cason said that he shared this view, but that he thought there 
was still another reason for giving Galicia more complete autonomy. 
Poland would be much more disposed to accept a more complete 
autonomy for Galicia if she knew that there was a question of definite 
organization. The question could not be solved on that day and it 
would be necessary to send the American memorandum to the Com- 
mission, but on this point it would be necessary for the Council to 
express an opinion by which the Commission could be guided. They 
should give their view as to whether East Galicia should be definitely 
attributed to Poland. He wished to point out that the American 
memorandum (Chapter I, Sec. B) dealt with this subject. 

M. Scratosa said that in effect Eastern Galacia would be placed 
under a Polish mandate. 

M. Taroviev said that this would, not be altogether the case for this 
mandate would not have a temporary character. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that he could not agree to the Council’s 
suppressing the temporary character of the statute. He recalled the 
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fact that the British Government had originally opposed the union of 
Eastern Galicia with Poland. He had accepted a compromise because 
a plebiscite had been promised. Now the idea of the plebiscite had 
been given up. He could not, without instructions, accept this solu- 
tion in view of the fact that it completely altered the principles 
which had been previously raised. 

Mr. Potx proposed that the American memorandum be simply 
referred to the Commission. 

M. Tarprev said that he wished to hold to what he had previously 
said, purely as his own opinion. 

M. Sctatosa said that it conformed to the proposal previously made 
by M. Sonnino. 

(It was decided: 


to refer to the Committee on Polish Affairs the memorandum pre- 
sented by the American Delegation (Appendix K).) 


10. GenrraL Le Ronp read and commented upon Report No. 6 
of the Commission on Polish Affairs [Appendix L]. 

Mr. Pox said he approved the proposals of the 
Fepern Fronders... Commission, 

Sir Eyre Crows said that he also approved of these 
proposals, but he wished to ask in what form the Council intended to 
communicate the decisions which they had taken to the Polish Gov- 
ernment. He thought that the question of form was most important. 

M. Larocue said that it would be sufficient to inform the Polish 
Government that the territories lying west of the line traced by the 
Commission would be definitely attributed to Poland. 

Sir Eyre Crowe asked whether it would not be necessary to include 
a Treaty. 

M. Larocue said that in any case it was not a question of a Treaty 
defining the eastern frontiers of Poland but a Treaty according 
certain territories to Poland. 

Mr, Pox said that it would be possible to give Poland her choice 
between two solutions: 


(a) The acceptance of the minimum line proposed in the Com- 
mittee’s reports, with the assurance that this line would not prejudice 
any future negotiations regarding this frontier after the reestablish- 
ment of Russia or the obtaining of satisfactory information regarding 
the desires of the people to the east of this frontier - Oly 

(6) leaving the determination of this eastern frontier entirely open 


until such time as Russia and Poland considered it possible to make a 
definite settlement. 


M. Larocue proposed that the Drafting Committee be requested 
to find a formula, taking the Report of the Commission as a basis. 


THE COUNCIL OF HEADS OF DELEGATIONS 351 


(It was decided : 

(1) to accept the conclusions of Report No. 6 of the Committee on 
Polish Affairs; and, 

(2) to request the Drafting Committee to study, in taking the report 


as a basis, the means by which these decisions should be communicated 
to the Polish Government. ) 


(The meeting then adjourned.) 


Appendix A to HD-60 


[The Secretary General of the American Commission to Negotiate 
Peace to the Secretary General of the International Labor Com- 
mission | - 

Paris, September 23, 1919. 
The Secretary-General of the American Commission to Negotiate 

Peace presents his compliments to the Secretary-General of the Inter- 

national Labor Commission of the Peace Conference, and begs to 

advise that the American Commission is today in receipt of the fol- 
lowing telegram dated Washington, September 22, 1919, and addressed 
to Mr. Arthur Fontaine by Mr. Samuel Gompers: 


“For Fontaine, General Secretary, International Labor Commission, 
from Gompers: 


‘Will you please convoke meeting full Labor Commission which prepared Labor 
Convention to meet as soon as possible and not later than September 29th. 
‘I suggest you consult with Barnes as to whether meeting should be in Paris or 
London. Gompers.’” 
To the SecrETARY-GENERAL OF THE 
INTERNATIONAL Lazor Commission, 


Quai @Orsay, Paris. 


Appendix B to HD-60 


[Translation 7°] 


COMMISSION ON SPITSBERGEN 
Report to the Supreme Council on Spitsbergen 


The Commission on Spitsbergen appointed by decision of the Su- 
preme Council on July 7" has examined, in accordance with the 
mandate received by it, the “claims of the various powers relative to 
Spitsbergen,” and, after due consideration, has prepared a draft treaty 


2 Translation from the French supplied by the editors. 
+ HD-1, minute 5, vol. vit, p. 39. 
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which it has the honor to submit for the approval of the Supreme 
Council. . 
The Commission first made a complete inquiry concerning the view- 
points of the interested powers. It kept in touch with the Minister of 
Norway in Paris and also requested the Minister of 
ee Sweden in Paris to set forth the views of his Govern- 
ment on this question, Sweden and Norway, with Great 
Britain and Russia, being the countries having the most important 
interests in Spitsbergen. 

The Commission also wished to learn the desiderata of the other 
powers. The Minister of Denmark in Paris informed the Commission 
that his Government would not oppose Norway’s demands; on the 
other hand, the Netherlands Government indicated that in its opinion 
the Spitsbergen archipelago should be placed under mandate of a 
power by the League of Nations and that if, on the contrary, the 
sovereignty of Spitsbergen were given to a new State, it would be 
obliged to reserve its rights. Finland considered that she should not 
be left out of the negotiations, requesting that her nationals might 
engage in fisheries and other industries in Spitsbergen. 

As for Russia, the representatives in Paris of the Government and 
of Admiral Koltchak have transmitted to the Commission a detailed 
memorandum which has been given attentive consideration. The 
Russians accept in principle that the sovereignty of the archipelago 
be given to Norway, it being understood that a certain number of 
conditions safeguarding Russian interests shall be guaranteed by 
Norway, conditions in accordance with those accepted by the confer- 
ence of 1912 held at Christiania. 

. As the archipelago is actually in a territory not 
Sovereignty of the belonging to anyone, everyone agrees upon the neces- 
sity of ending this state of affairs by giving it a 

definite status. 

Two solutions have been considered to bring this about: 


A first solution proposed by various powers and by certain members 
of the Commission consisted in giving Norway a mandate in the name 
of the League of Nations. 

A second solution, advanced by Norway, provided for the assign- 
ment of the sovereignty of the archipelago to this power, subject to 
certain guarantees stipulated in favor of other countries. 


Considering the great interests possessed by Norway in Spitsbergen, 
its proximity to the archipelago, and the advantage of a definitive 
settlement, the Commission unanimously agreed on the second solu- 
tion, against which the powers most immediately concerned formu- 
lated no objection. 
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Under these conditions, it was necessary to. prepare 
parol the a treaty to be entered into by all the powers having 
interests in Spitsbergen, including the Principal 
Allied and Associated Powers. In the preamble of the draft below,” 
the nine powers mentioned represent the High Contracting Powers. 
The sovereignty of Spitsbergen having been 
Acquired Rights assigned to Norway, it was necessary, in order to 
reserve the interests of the High Contracting Parties, 
to state how the rights acquired in the archipelago were to be defin- 
itively established, and then, how the acquisition and enjoyment of new 
rights should be regulated thereafter. 

The Commission first of all concerned itself with guaranteeing fully 
the acquired rights belonging to all the nationals of the contracting 
parties or of powers who will adhere subsequently. All these acquired 
rights are recognized as valid in principle (art. 6), in order to enable 
the Norwegian Government to grant with certainty the necessary titles 
to property, and the applications for recognition of acquired rights 
presented by the Government of the party concerned will be examined 
by a commissioner of Danish nationality named by the Danish Gov- 
ernment (Art. 1 of the annex to art. 6). 

A special procedure has been provided for the con- 
Claims sideration of claims regarded as litigious by the Com- 
mission (art. 2 of the annex to art. 6). A court 
organized in the manner specified will decide cases in the last resort 
and convey its decisions to the interested Governments, and in any 
case, to the Norwegian Government. The latter will then confer the 
titles of property to the applicant whose claims have been recognized 
by the court. 
All questions concerning rights acquired prior to 
New Rights the present treaty having thus been settled, the Com- 
mission considers that as regards new rights to be 
acquired and the enjoyment of these rights, the principle to be applied 
is treatment of perfect equality between the nationals of all the High 
Contracting Parties (Art. 7). It is upon this basis that all the 
clauses of the treaty have been formulated. 

It has been specified in article 8 that the Government of Norway 
will have to prepare a mining regime applicable to Spitsbergen, 

based on the principle of equality for all nationals 
ae of the High Contracting Parties. The imposts, 
duties, etc. collected in Spitsbergen are to be devoted exclusively 
to this territory and the maximum proportion of taxes that may be 
imposed on the exportation of ores has been fixed. The draft mining 
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regime will be submitted by the Norwegian Government to the other 
contracting parties, which will be able, in the time permitted, to refer 
this system of regulation to the examination of a commission. 

According to the draft treaty, it is forbidden to establish any naval 
weroos base in Spitsbergen or to use this region for war 
Prohibited purposes (art. 9). 

In order to guarantee the rights of Russians in the archipelago 
until the time when a recognized Russian Government will be in a 
position to give its adhesion to the treaty, it has been 
stipulated (art. 10) that by exception all claims made 
by Russian nationals shall be presented, in the conditions stipulated, 
by the Danish Government, which will be asked to use its good 
offices for this purpose. 

If the text below is accepted by the Supreme Council, the Com- 
mission has the honor to propose the following procedure: The 

treaty will first be communicated to the Norwegian 
Used in Signis, «= Government which will at once make known whether 
ETA it gives its adhesion. The eight other contracting 
parties will then be requested to announce within six weeks whether 
they are willing to sign the treaty. After the expiration of this 
period, those powers which have not replied will still be able to 
adhere subsequently, but only as third powers, in accordance with 
article 11, when an invitation will be extended to the third powers 
by the French Government, after ratification of the treaty signed 
by the High Contracting Parties. All the powers mentioned in the 
preamble as High Contracting Parties which declare within six 
weeks their readiness to sign the treaty, will be requested, at the 
end of the six-week period, to appoint their plenipotentiaries to sign 
at Paris, 


Russian Subjects 


SPITSBERG Appendix C to HD-60 
[Draft Treaty Relating to Spitsbergen] 


Tuer Present or tHE Unirep States or America; His Masrsry 
THE Kine or Great BritaIn AnD IRELAND AND OF THE BririsH 
Dominions Bryonp THE Seas, Emperor or Inpia; His Magesty 
THE Kine or Denmark; THE Prestpentr or THE Frencn Rervsuic; 
His Masesty tHe Kine or Itary; His Masesty tur Emperor or 
Japan; His Masesty rue Kine or Norway; Her Masesty Tor QuEEN 
or THE NeruertaNps; His Masesty rue Kine or Swepen, 


Desirous, while recognising the sovereignty of Norway over the 
Archipelago of Spitsbergen, including Bear Island, of seeing these 
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territories provided with an equitable régime, in order to assure their 
development and peaceful utilisation, 


Have appointed as their respective Plenipotentiaries with a view 
to concluding a Treaty to this effect: 


Tuer PRESIDENT OF THE UNrrep States or AMERICA! 


Se Sew eh Sk Ae erie £6) 8) Oe) Lice “ele! e.@ ehiahé. 6 fe 6) ahve os 


His Masesty tue Kine or Great Brrrain AND IRELAND AND THE 
British Dominions Brronp THE Sras, Emperor or INprs: 


a » ahesi aes 
For THE DoMINION or CANADA: 

li pi iti Ws ti eee dene Sayre eee ann ae 
0 ee Beat OF itt i ayidigl ie sida 20 edgh ‘ealt Vilelips 
Baer salon ites tis hb. andisereoesinyoltb onmmaeso 


For Inp1: 
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Be baal sae epbenc tog oth autyolor io ver 
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Her Masesty THE QUEEN OF THE NETHERLANDS: 


His Magesty tas Kine or SwEeven: 
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Who, having communicated their full powers found in good and 
due form, have agreed as follows: 


ARTICLE 1 


The High Contracting Parties undertake to recognise, subject to 
the stipulations of the present Treaty, the full and absolute sover- 
eignty of Norway over the Archipelago of Spitsbergen, comprising 
with Bear Island or Beeren-Eiland, all the Islands situated between 
10° and 35° longitude east of Greenwich and between 74° and 81° 
latitude North, especially West Spitsbergen, North-East Land, 
Barents Island, Edge Island, King Charles Land, Hope Island or 
Hopen-Eiland, and Prince Charles Island, together with all islands 
great or small, and rocks appertaining thereto. 


ARTICLE 2 


Ships and nationals of all the High Contracting Parties shall enjoy 
equally the rights of fishing and hunting in the territories specified 
in Article 1 and in their territorial waters. 

Norway shall be free to maintain, take or decree, suitable measures 
to ensure the preservation, and if necessary, the re-constitution of 
the fauna and flora of the said regions, and their territorial waters; 
it being clearly understood that these measures shall always be 
applicable equally to the nationals of all the High Contracting Par- 
ties without any exemption, privilege or favour whatsoever, direct 
or indirect, to the advantage of any one of them. 

Occupiers of land whose rights have been recognised in accordance 
with the terms of Articles 6 and 7 will enjoy the exclusive right of 
hunting on their own land: (1) in the neighbourhood of their habi- 
tations, houses, stores, factories and installations, constructed for the 
purpose of developing their property, under conditions laid down by 
the local police regulations; (2) within a radius of 10 kilometres 
round the headquarters of their place of business.or works; and in 
both cases, subject always to the observance of regulations made by 
the Norwegian Government in accordance with the conditions laid 
down in the present Article. 


ARTICLE 3 


The nationals of all the High Contracting Parties shall have equal 
liberty of access and entry for any reason or object whatever to the 
waters, fjords and ports of the territories specified in Article 1; 
subject to the observance of local laws and regulations, they a 
carry on there without impediment. all maritime, industrial, mining 
and commercial operations on a footing of absolute equality. 
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They shall be admitted under the same conditions of equality to 
the exercise and practice of all maritime, industrial, mining or com- 
mercial enterprises both on land and in the territorial waters, and 
no monopoly shall be established on any account or for any enterprise 
whatever. 

Notwithstanding any rules relating to coasting trade which may be 
in force in Norway, ships of the High Contracting Parties going to 
or coming from the territories specified in Article 1 shall have the 
right to put into Norwegian ports on their outward or homeward 
voyage for the purpose of taking on board or disembarking passengers 
or cargo or for any other purpose. 

It is agreed that in every respect and especially with regard to 
exports, imports, and transit traffic, the nationals of all the High Con- 
tracting Parties, their ships and goods shall not be subject to any 
charges or restrictions whatever which are not borne by the nationals, 
ships or goods which enjoy in Norway the treatment of the most 
favoured nation; Norwegian nationals, ships or goods being for this 
purpose assimilated to those of the other High Contracting Parties, 
and not treated more favourably in any respect. 

No charge or restriction shall be imposed on the exportation of 
any goods to the territories of any of the Contracting Powers other 
or more onerous than on the exportation of similar goods to the terri- 
tory of any other Contracting Power (including Norway) or to any 
other destination. 

ARTICLE 4 


All public wireless telegraphy stations established or to be estab- 
lished by, or with the authorisation of, the Norwegian Government 
within the territories referred to in Article 1 shall always be open on 
a footing of absolute equality to communications from ships of all 
flags and from nationals of the High Contracting Parties, under the 
conditions laid down in the Wireless Telegraphy Convention of July 5, 
1912.° or in the subsequent International Convention which may: be 
concluded to replace it. 

Subject to international obligations arising out of a state of war, 
owners of landed property shall always be at liberty to establish and 
use for their own purposes wireless telegraphy installations, which 
shall be free to communicate on private business with fixed or moving 
wireless stations, including those on board ships and aircraft. 


ARTICLE 5 


The High Contracting Parties recognise the utility of establishing 
an international meteorological station in the territories specified in 


* Treaties, Conventions, etc., 1910-1928, vol. 1m, p. 3048. 


358 THE PARIS PEACE CONFERENCE, 1919, VOLUME VIII 


Article 1, the organisation of which shall form the subject of a subse- 
quent Convention. 

Conventions shall also be concluded laying down the conditions 
under which scientific investigations may be conducted in the said . 
territories. 

ARTICLE 6 


Subject to the provisions of the present Article, acquired rights 
of nationals of the High Contracting Parties shall be recognised. 

Claims arising from taking possession or from occupation of land 
before the signature of the present Treaty shall be dealt with in ac- 
cordance with the Annex hereto, which will have the same force 
and effect as the present Treaty. 


ARTICLE 7 


With regard to methods of acquisition, enjoyment and exercise 
of the right of ownership of property including mineral rights 
in the territories specified in Article 1, Norway undertakes to grant 
to all nationals of the High Contracting Parties treatment based 
on complete equality and in conformity with the stipulations of the 
present Treaty. 

Expropriation may be resorted to only on grounds of public utility 
and on payment of proper compensation. 


ARTICLE 8 


Norway undertakes to provide for the territories specified in Article 
1 mining regulations which, especially from the point of view of im- 
posts, taxes or charges of any kind, and of general or particular labour 
conditions, shall exclude all privileges, monopolies or favours for the 
benefit of the State or of the nationals of any one of the High Con- 
tracting Parties, including Norway, and shall guarantee to the paid 
staff of all categories the remuneration and protection necessary for 
their physical, moral, and intellectual welfare. 

Taxes, dues and duties levied shall be devoted exclusively to the 
said territories and shall not exceed what is required for the object 
in view. 

So far, particularly, as the exportation of minerals is concerned, 
the Norwegian Government shall have the right to levy an export 
duty which shall not exceed 1% of the maximum value of the minerals 
exported up to 100,000 tons, and beyond that quantity the duty will 
be proportionately diminished. The value shall be fixed at the end 
of the navigation season by calculating the average free on board 
price obtained. 
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Three months before the date fixed for their coming into force, 
the draft mining regulations shall be communicated by the Nor- 
wegian Government to the other Contracting Powers. If during 
this period one or more of the said Powers propose to modify these 
regulations before they are applied, such proposals shall be com- 
municated by the Norwegian Government to the other Contracting 
Powers in order that they may be submitted to examination and 
the decision of a Commission composed of one representative of each 
of the said Powers. This Commission shall meet at the invitation 
of the Norwegian Government and shall come to a decision within 
a period of three months from the date of its first meeting. 


ARTICLE 9 


Subject to the rights and duties resulting from the admission of 
Norway to the League of Nations, Norway undertakes not to create 
nor to allow the establishment of any naval base in the territories 
specified in Article 1 and not to construct any fortification in the 
said territories, which may never be used for warlike purposes. 


ARTICLE 10 


Until the recognition by the High Contracting Parties of a Rus- 
sian Government shall permit Russia to adhere to the present Treaty, 
Russian nationals and companies shall enjoy the same rights as 
nationals of the High Contracting Parties. 

Claims in the territories specified in Article 1 which they may 
have to put forward shall be presented under the conditions laid down 
in the present Treaty (Article 6 and Annex) through the interme- 
diary of the Danish Government, who declare their willingness to 
lend their good offices for this purpose. 

The present Treaty of which the French and English texts are 
both authentic shall be ratified. 

Ratifications shall be deposited in Paris as soon as possible. 

Extra-European Powers may confine their action to informing 
the Government of the French Republic, through their diplomatic 
representative in Paris, that their ratification has been given, and 
in this case, they shall transmit the instrument as soon as possible. 

The present Treaty will come into force, in so far as the stipula- 
tions of Article 8 are concerned, from the date of its ratification by 
all the signatory Powers; and in all other respects on the same date 
as the mining regulations provided for in that Article. 

Third Powers will be invited by the Government of the French 
Republic to adhere to the present Treaty duly ratified. This ad- 
hesion shall be effected by a communication addressed to the French 
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Government, which will undertake to notify the other Contracting 
Parties. 

In witness whereof the above-named Plenipotentiaries have signed. 

Done at Paris, thejww. ciao. es 1919, in duplicate, one copy to 
be transmitted to the Government of His Majesty the King of Nor- 
way, and one deposited in the archives of the French Republic, and 
of which authenticated copies will be transmitted to the other sig- 
natory Powers. 


ANNEX 
1 


(1) Within three months from the coming into force of the present 
Treaty, notification of all claims to land which had been made to any 
government before the signature of the present Treaty must be sent by 
the Government of the claimant to a Commissioner charged to exam- 
ine such claims. The Commissioner will be a judge or jurisconsult 
of Danish nationality possessing the necessary qualifications for the 
task and shall be nominated by the Danish Government. 

(2) The notification must include a precise delimitation of the land 
claimed and be accompanied by a map on a scale of not less than 
1/1,000,000 on which the land claimed is clearly marked. 

(3) The notification must be accompanied by the deposit of a sum 
of one penny for each acre (40 ares) of land claimed, to defray the 
expenses of the examination of the claims. 

(4) The Commissioner will be entitled to require from the claimants 
any further documents or information which he may consider neces- 
sary. © 

(5) The Commissioner will examine the claims so notified. For this 
purpose he will be entitled to avail himself of such expert assistance 
as he may consider necessary, and in case of need to cause investiga- 
tions to be carried out on the spot. 

(6) The remuneration of the Commissioner will be fixed by agree- 
ment between the Danish Government and the other Governments 
concerned. The Commissioner will fix the remuneration of such as- 
sistants as he considers it necessary to employ. 

(7) The Commissioner, after examining the claims, will prepare a 
report showing precisely the claims which he is of opinion should be 
recognised at once and those which, either because they are disputed 
or for any other reason, he is of opinion should be submitted to arbi- 
tration as hereinafter provided. Copies of this report will be for- 
warded. by the Commissioner to the Governments concerned. 

(8) If the amount of the sums deposited in accordance with clause 
(3) is insufficient to cover the expenses of the examination of the 
claims, the Commissioner will in every case where he is of opinion that 
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a claim should be recognised, at once state what further sum the claim- 
ant should be required to pay. This sum will be based on the amount 
of the land to which the claimant’s title is recognised. 

If the sums deposited in accordance with clause (3) exceed the ex- 
penses of the examination, the balance will be devoted to the cost of 
the arbitration hereinafter provided for. 

(9) Within three months from the date of the report referred to in 
clause (7) of this paragraph, the Norwegian Government shall take 
the necessary steps to confer upon claimants whose claims have been 
recognised by the Commissioner a valid title securing to them the 
exclusive property in the land in question, in accordance with the 
laws and regulations in force or to be enforced in the territories speci- 
fied in Article 1 of the present Treaty, and subject to the mining regu- 
lations referred to in Article 8 of the present Treaty. 

In the event, however, of a further payment being required in ac- 
cordance with clause (8) of this paragraph, a provisional title only will 
be delivered, which title will become definitive on payment by the 
claimant of the further sum required of him. 


2 


Claims which for any reason the Commissioner referred to in clause 
(1) of the preceding paragraph has not recognised as valid will be 
settled in accordance with the following provisions: 

(1) Within three months from the date of the report referred to 
in: clause (7) of the preceding paragraph, each of the Governments 
whose nationals have been found to possess claims which have not 
been recognised will appoint an arbitrator. 

The Commissioner will be the President of the Tribunal so consti- 
tuted. In cases of equal division of opinion, he shall have the decid- 
ing vote. He will nominate a Secretary to receive the documents 
referred to in clause (2) of this paragraph and to make the necessary 
arrangements for the meeting of the tribunal. 

(2) Within one month from the appointment of the Secretary 
referred to in clause (1) the claimants concerned will send to him 
through the intermediary of their respective Governments statements 
indicating precisely their claims and accompanied by such documents 
and arguments as they may wish to submit in support thereof. 

(3) Within two months from the appointment of the Secretary 
referred to in clause (1) the Tribunal shall meet at Copenhagen for 
the purpose of dealing with the claims which have been submitted 
to it. 

(4) The language of the Tribunal shall be English. Documents 
or arguments may be submitted to it by the interested parties in their 
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own language, but in that case must be accompanied by an English 
translation. 

(5) The claimants shall be entitled, if they so desire, to be heard 
by the Tribunal either in person or by counsel, and the Tribunal shall 
be entitled to call upon the claimants to present such additional expla- 
nations, documents or arguments as it may think necessary. 

(6) Before the hearing of any case the Tribunal shall require from 
the parties a deposit or security for such sum as it may think necessary 
to cover the share of each party in the expenses of the Tribunal. In 
fixing the amount of such sum the Tribunal shall base itself prin- 
cipally on the extent of the land claimed. The Tribunal shall also 
have power to demand a further deposit from the parties in cases 
where special expense is involved. . 

(7) The honorarium of the arbitrators shall be calculated per 
month, and fixed by the Governments concerned. The salary of the 
Secretary and any other persons employed by the Tribunal shall be 
fixed by the President. 

(8) Subject to the provisions of this Annex the Tribunal shall have 
full power to regulate its own procedure. 

(9) In dealing with the claims the Tribunal shall take into 
consideration: 


(a) any applicable rules of International Law; 
(6) the general principles of justice and equity; 
(c) the following circumstances: 

(i) the date on which the land claimed was first occupied by 
the claimant; 

' (11) the date on which the claim was notified to the Govern- 
ment of the claimant; 

(ili) the extent to which the claimant has developed and ex- 
ploited the land claimed. In this connection the Tribunal shall 
take into account the extent to which the claimants may have 
been prevented from developing their undertakings by conditions 
or restrictions resulting from the war of 1914-1919. 


(10) All the expenses of the Tribunal shall be divided among the 
claimants in such proportion as the Tribunal shall decide. If the 
amount of the sums paid in accordance with clause (6) is larger than 
the expenses of the Tribunal, the balance shall be returned to the 
parties whose claims have been recognised in such proportion as the 
Tribunal shall think fit. 

(11) The decisions of the Tribunal shall be communicated by it 
to the Governments concerned, including in every case the Norwegian 
Government. 

The Norwegian Government shall within three months from the 
receipt of each decision take the necessary steps to confer upon the 
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claimants whose claims have been recognised by the Tribunal a valid 
title to the land in question, in accordance with the laws and regula- 
tions in force or to be enforced in the territories specified in Article 1, 
and subject to the mining regulations referred to in Article 8 of the 
present Treaty. Nevertheless, the titles so conferred will only become 
definitive on the payment by the claimant concerned of his share of 
the expenses of the Tribunal. 


3 


Any claims which are not notified to the Commissioner in accord- 
ance with clause (1) of paragraph 2, or which not having been 
recognised by him are not submitted to the Tribunal in accordance 
with paragraph 1, will be finally extinguished. 


Appendix D to HD-60 
Extract From a Letter of Lord Milner to M. Dutasta 


Lonpon, August 14, 1919. 


Pursuant to my letter of July 15, I have the honor of informing 
you that the Special Commission on Mandates held a meeting at 
London on August 5. 


Concerning the Belgian and Portuguese claims in German East 
Africa, the Commission unanimously decided to propose: 


Porrucursrt Cuaims. 1. That the claim of Portugal, according to 
the terms of which Portugal desires to retain the possession of the 
part of the former German colony of East Africa which is situated 
to the south of the Rovuma and which is known under the name of 
“Kionga Triangle” was recognized; and that no question of mandate 
was raised in this case, as Portugal is the original and legitimate 
proprietor of the territory in question, and that the present acknowl- 
edgment of her claim may justly be considered as an act of restitution. 

2. That it was not desirable to give a mandate to Portugal over any 
part of the former German colony of East Africa north of the 
Rovuma. 


MILNER 


510124—46—-VVOL. VIII 24 
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Appendix E to HD-60 


Translation 


ITALIAN DELEGATION TO THE 
PEACE CONFERENCE 
HOTEL EDOUARD VII 


Paris, September 14, 1919. 


From: M. Tittoni. 
To: M. Clemenceau. 


The Peace Treaty with Austria having been signed, I think that 
in conformity with the decisions taken by the Supreme Council of 
the Allied and Associated Powers at the meeting of June 26 last * 
relative to Germany, the Military Representatives at Versailles should 
be entrusted with the studying of the organization of Commissions 
of Military, Naval and Aerial Control for Austria. I wish you would 
be kind enough to submit for the approval of the Supreme Council 
the following resolution: 


REsoLuTION 


The Permanent Military Representatives at Versailles are charged 
with preparing, together with the Naval and Aerial Representatives 
of the Five Principal Allied and Associated Powers, a detailed project 
with a view to the formation of Interallied Commissions on Military, 
Naval and Aerial Control, charged with assuring the execution of 
the military, naval and aerial clauses of the Peace Treaty by Austria. 


Please accept, etc. T1rroni 





Appendix F to HD-60 


[Translation 7°] 
Draft of a Note To Be Sent to the German Government 
(British Proposal) 


The German Government’s Note of September 8 postpones once 
more, under unacceptable pretexts, the carrying out of the obligations 
undertaken by Germany by virtue of the provisions of article 12. of 
the armistice of November 11, 1918, afterwards confirmed by article 
433 of the treaty of peace. 


* CF-93, minute 14, vol. v1, p. 702. 
** Translation from the French supplied by the editors. 
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The Allied and Associated Governments refuse particularly to 
admit that the German Government can, in order to avoid the respon- 
sibility incumbent upon it, shield itself behind the alleged inability 
to enforce obedience of its orders by the troops in the Baltic regions. 

They therefore request the German Government to proceed with- 
out any further delay to the evacuation of their troops from the Baltic 
Provinces, and to apply this evacuation not only to the self-contained 
German units and to their general staffs and services, 


but also to all isolated German 
(This phrase will be modified in} officers and soldiers, including 
order to take into account observa-} those who, after demobilization 
tions presented previously by Mr.f have taken service in the ranks 
Polk.) of organized Russian corps in 
the Baltic Provinces. 


The evacuation must be started immediately, continued without 
interruption, and completely accomplished with the least possible 
delay. 

The Allied and Associated Governments give warning by this note 
that until they are satisfied their demand is being effectively executed, 
they will not entertain any of the applications by the German Gov- 
ernment for the supply of foodstuffs and raw materials, which the 
Supreme Council at this very time is studying. They have, conse- 
quently, given instructions to the Supreme Economic Council not to 
examine these applications. 

(Here should be inserted an analogous paragraph concerning the 
interruption of financial transactions.) 

In the event the German Government continues not to comply with 
their demand, the Allied and Associated Powers reserve the right of 
taking any other measures which they may consider necessary in 
order to see that the clauses of the armistice are executed. 


Appendix G to HD-60 
Note on Blockade of Bolshevist Russia 


[The same, except in French, as the note attached to appendix H, 
infra, with a final paragraph which reads as follows: 
; [Translation] 
“Tt will be understood that the war vessels of an Allied or Asso- 


ciated Power charged with the execution of the above measures, will 
act in the name of all the Allied and Associated Powers.” ] 
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Appendix H to HD-60 
Blockade of Russia 


(1) The Blockade Council has modified the draft note regarding 
blockade of Russia (hereto attached) as indicated thereon. There 
was no agreement, however, on the final paragraph which was left for 
the action of the Supreme Council. 

(2) It is suggested that the final paragraph be: 


(a) Deleted entirely, 


or 
(6) Made to read: “It will be understood that each of the Allied 
and Associated Powers will lend its sanction to the measures taken 
by the war vessels of any one of them to carry out this policy insofar 
as such measures are not in its opinion contrary to international law.” 


Draft [Annex] 
Note 
Biocxkapve or BoisHevist Russta 


The avowed hostility of the Bolshevists toward all governments 
and the international program of revolution which they are spread- 
ing abroad constitute a grave danger for the national security of 
all the Powers. Every increase of the strength of the Bolshevists 
would increase the danger and would be contrary to the desire of all 
peoples who are seeking to reestablish peace and social order. 

It is in this spirit that the Allied and Associated Governments, 
after raising the blockade of Germany, have not authorized their 
nationals to take up commercial relations with Bolshevist Russia; 
these relations indeed could only be effected through the agency of 
the chiefs of the Bolshevist Government, who, disposing at their 
will of the products and resources which commercial liberty would 
bring them, would thereby achieve a considerable increase of their 
strength and of the tyranny which they are exercising over the 
Russian populations. 

Under these conditions, the Allied and Associated Governments 
request the ...... Government to be good enough to take imme- 
diately in agreement with them the measures indicated below to 
prevent its nationals from engaging in any commerce with Bolshevist 
Russia and to assure that it will rigorously execute this policy. 


a) Refusal of clearance papers to every ship going to Russian 
ports in the hands of Bolshevists or coming from said ports; 
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b) Establishment of a similar measure for all merchandise destined 
to be sent to Bolshevist Russia by any other way. 

c) Refusal of passports to all persons going to Bolshevist Russia 
or coming from it (except through understanding with the Allied 
and Associated Governments for special cases) ; 

d) Disposition with a view of preventing banks from doing busi- 
ness with Bolshevist Russia. 

e) As far as possible, refusal by each government to its own na- 
tionals of facilities of correspondence with Bolshevist Russia by post, 
telegraph or wireless. 


Appendix I to HD-60 


[British Draft Note on Blockade of Russia] 


“On account of the military operations which are taking place in 
the Gulf of Finland, mariners are warned against the dangers to them- 
selves of going there. 

“With a view to avoid accidents, for which they cannot be respon- 
sible, the Commanders of the Allied and Associated Forces in the 
Baltic, will direct all merchant ships, which are found proceeding up 
the Gulf of Finland, to stop and turn back.” 


Appendix J to HD-60 
[Translation *] 


Proposal of the Commission on Polish Affairs 


(Addition to Article 12 of the Draft of the Statute for Galicia) 

However, with regard to agrarian legislation the right of veto can- 
not be overridden by the Diet, but in case any such measure, vetoed 
by the Governor, is within one year again voted by the Diet with a 
majority of two-thirds, the question shall be immediately referred to 
the Council of the League of Nations which shall by a majority vote 
take such action and give such direction as it may deem proper and 
effective in the circumstances. 

With regard to the laws respecting public instruction in secondary 
schools and universities, the veto of the Governor will be absolute, 


** Translation from the French supplied by the editors. 
* Appendix C to HD-57, p. 280. 
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Appendix K to HD-60 
Memorandum 


[Presented by Mr. Polk] 
Sepremper 25, 1919. 


The following suggestions are submitted with a view to reconciling 
as far as possible the present draft of the Treaty on East Galicia” 
including both the views of the majority and of the minority, and the 
objections which Mr. Paderewski expressed as regards 


I The Provisional Nature of the Settlement 
It Agrarian Legislation 
III Representation in the Polish Diet 
IV Military Service 


I. THe QUESTION oF THE PrRovisionAL NATURE OF THE SETTLEMENT 


A. In the preamble the following phrase is to be omitted entirely: 
“until the time when they are called upon by a plebiscite, which is 
for the present postponed by reason of the disturbed condition of 
Eastern Europe, to declare their wishes with regard to the final 
political status of the territory.” 

B. In Article 2 the second paragraph is to be omitted. This para- 
graph reads: 


“Poland further undertakes to hold or allow to be held a plebiscite 
of the inhabitants with regard to the final political status of the 
territory, on a date and under conditions to be fixed by the Principal 
Allied and Associated Powers, or by any other body which they may 
appoint. She recognizes in advance the limits and status which, as 
the result of this plebiscite, may be definitively determined by the 
Principal Allied and Associated Powers, or by the body appointed 
by them.” 


C. In Article 33 the word “temporary” is to be omitted from Para- 
graph 2, and Paragraph 3 is to be entirely omitted. Paragraph 
3 reads: 


“The provisions of this Chapter in no way prejudge the allocation 
of the said property to be made by the Principal Allied and Associated 
Powers in the event of Eastern Galicia being in whole or in part 
separated from Poland.” 


D. To replace the provisions which have been dropped, it is sug- 
gested that the following clause be inserted as Article 39: 


“The stipulations in this Treaty are matters of international con- 
cern and shall be placed under the guarantee of the League of Nations. 


* Appendix © to HD-57, p. 280. 
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They shall not be modified without the assent of a majority of the 
Council of the League of Nations. The United States, the British 
Empire, France, Italy, Japan and Poland hereby agree not to with- 
hold their assent from any modification whatsoever of this Treaty 
in whole or in part which is in due form assented to by a majority 
of the Council of the League of Nations. 

“Any Member of the Council of the League of Nations shall have 
the right to bring to the attention of the Council any infraction of any 
of these obligations, and the Council may thereupon take such action 
and give such direction as it may deem proper and effective in the 
circumstances, 

“Any difference of opinion as to questions of law or fact arising out 
of these Articles between the Polish Government and any one of the 
Principal Allied and Associated Powers or any other Power, a Mem- 
ber of the Council of the League of Nations, shall be held to’be a 
dispute of an international character under Article 14 of the Covenant 
of the League of Nations. The Polish Government hereby consents 
that any such dispute shall, if the other party thereto demands, be 
referred to the Permanent Court of International Justice. The de- 
cision of the Permanent Court shall be final and shall have the same 
force and effect as an award under Article 13 of the Covenant.” 


(This article is borrowed with modifications from the minority 
treaties and is similar to an obligation which Poland had already 
assumed in its minority treaty.) 


IT. Acrartan Lecisua TION 


It is suggested that the arrangement proposed by the Supreme 
Council be maintained namely: agrarian legislation should be in- 
cluded in Article 12 as a subject of legislation in the Diet of Eastern 
Galicia. However, Article 13 should be modified in such a way as to 
include agrarian legislation in the category for which the Governor’s 
veto cannot be overridden by the Diet and to provide for a reference 
to the League of Nations in the event of a dead-lock. The second para- 
graph of Article 13 would then read: 

“However, with regard to agrarian legislation the right of veto 
cannot be over-ridden by the Diet, but in case any such measure, 
vetoed by the Governor, is again voted by the Diet with a majority of 
two-thirds, the question shall be immediately referred to the Council 
of the League of Nations which shall by a majority vote take such 
action and give such direction as it may deem proper and effective in 
the circumstances.” 


III. RerresENTATION IN THE PotisH Diet 


As on this point Mr. Paderewski is especially insistent, it is proposed 
to accept the article suggested by the majority, which provides for the 
representation of East Galicia in the Polish Diet. 
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IV. Mirrary SERvIcE 


It is proposed to accept the majority report, providing for Polish 
military service in Eastern Galicia, with the following changes: 


Original Text 


“Article 38, Laws of [én] force 
in Poland relating to military 
service may be applied by Poland 
in Eastern Galicia. 

“The contingent thus recruited 
shall form special units in the 
Polish army. In time of peace 
these units shall perform garrison 


Revised Text 


“Article 38. Laws in force in 
Poland relating to military service 
may be applied in Eastern Galicia. 


“The contingent thus recruited 
shall form special units which in 
time of peace shall perform garri- 
son duty in Eastern Galicia and in 


time of war shall be available for 


duty in Eastern Galicia.” ( 
national defense.” 


Appendix L to HD-60” 


Report No. 6, Submitted to the Supreme Allied Council by the Com- 
mission on Polish Affairs 


Eastern FRontiERS or PoLANnp 


In its Report No. 2 to the Supreme Council dated 22nd April 1919, 
on the subject of the Eastern frontiers of Poland, the Commission on 
Polish Affairs thought it necessary to postpone any proposal regard- 
ing the line of the frontier to the south of the latitude of Kholm; it 
considered that this frontier could not be fixed until after the settle- 
ment of the question of Eastern Galicia. 

At the same time, the Commission proposed :— 


(az) that in certain districts situated to the East of the frontier 
line submitted by the Commission to the approval of the Conference, 
an enquiry should be made into the ethnological, linguistic and reli- 
gious character and as to the wishes of the inhabitants; 

a that this enquiry should be made, if possible on the spot. 

c) that a definite settlement of the question of the Eastern frontier 
of Poland should be made as soon as a Russian Government had been 
established, with which the Great Powers could deal in regard to this 
question. 


The Commission now considers it to be its duty to submit fresh 


propositions to the Council on the points which thus remained in 
abeyance. 


* The English text filed under Paris Peace Conf. 181.213202/10 has been sub- 
stituted for the French text which appears here as appendix L. 
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1. FRONTIER SOUTH OF KHOLM 


In virtue of a resolution passed on June 25 by the Council of Min- 
isters for Foreign A ffairs,?? the Commission has considered a draft 
Statute for Eastern Galicia; this Statute formed the subject of Report 
No. 5 which the Commission had the honour to submit to the Supreme 
Council.?* In these circumstances the Commission considers that it 
is now in a position to propose a line for the Polish frontier to the 
south of the latitude of Kholm. 

Appendix 1 of Report No. 2 should therefore be completed as fol- 
lows :—(penultimate line) 


“Following this administrative boundary, then the Thalweg of the 
River Bug upstream to its junction with the former frontier between 
Russia and Austria (Galicia)”. 


The frontier line of the Bug proposed by Report No. 2 and the 
present Report formed the frontier between the Kingdom of Poland 
and Russia from 1815 to 1912. 

From the geographical point of view the line of the Bug constitutes 
a satisfactory frontier, indisputably superior to any other to be found 
in this flat region, which is destitute of natural features. It assigns 
to Poland a territory occupied by a mixed population, with a consider- 
able percentage of Little Russians in the neighborhood of the Bug, 
who have, however, always lived and still live in complete harmony 
with the Poles without showing any separatist tendencies. It is also 
necessary to point out that since the commencement of the war, part 
of the Little Russian population has quitted the country, the emigrants 
having been replaced by Poles. It is probable that, at the present 
date the area in question contains a majority of Polish inhabitants. 

Moreover, this region has formed part of Poland for close upon six 
hundred years; it has only been separated from her on two occasions: 
in 1912, by the former Russian Government, which was pursuing in 
the Province of Kholm a Russianising policy condemned even in 
Russia by liberal opinion; and in 1918, by the intervention of the 
German and Austrian Governments, at the time of the conclusion of 
the Brest-Litovsk Treaty.* 

Finally, from the economic point of view, the territory is closely 
connected with Poland, and the trend of all its intercourse is far more 
towards the West than towards the East. 

For these reasons the Commission is unanimous in proposing to 
the Supreme Council the line described above. 


” WM-27, minute 1, vol. rv, p. 848. 
*% Appendix C to HD-57, p. 280. 
* Foreign Relations, 1918, Russia, vol. 1, p. 442, 
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2. TERRITORY SITUATED TO THE EAST OF THE FRONTIER PROPOSED ON 22ND 
APRIL 


Having at its meeting of 27th August completed the task of fixing 
the boundaries of the indisputably Polish territory which can imme- 
diately be assigned to the Polish State, the Commission considered 
whether it were possible under existing conditions to deal with the 
question of the territory of mixed populations situated to the East 
of the frontier proposed on April 22, with regard to which it had 
put forward in its report No. 2 the principles recalled at the com- 
mencement of the present Report. 

The Commission was unanimous in the opinion that new factors 
had intervened since April 22 rendering it impossible to make any 
progress in the near future with the question of the assignment of this 
territory. 

(a) The greater part of the territory in question is occupied by 
Polish forces engaged in the conflict they have undertaken against 
Bolshevism ; 

(6) In its Note of May 27 [26],?* addressed to Admiral Kolchak, 
the Supreme Council stipulated that “in the event of the frontiers 
and also‘the questions concerning the relations between Russia and 


Poland not being settled by an agreement, all these matters should be 
submitted to the arbitration of the League of Nations”. 


In his reply,?? which was acknowledged by the Allied and Associated 
Powers,? Admiral Kolchak stated, on the other hand, that “the de- 
finitive ratification of the delimitation of the frontiers between Poland 
and Russia must be postponed until the convocation of the Constituent 
Assembly”. 

At present it is impossible to foresee at what dates there will come 
into being the regular Russian Government whose co-operation is 
necessary to the definitive determination of the Eastern frontiers of 
Poland. 

The Commission does not, however, overlook the fact that the 
prolongation of the present state of uncertainty offers very serious 
disadvantages, both to the population and to the Polish Government; 
it is necessary to put an end to this uncertainty.. The Eastern frontier 
of Poland as defined in Report No. 2 and in the present report, 
represents a provisional frontier to the extent that, in the future, 
other territory situated to the East of that line may be incorporated 
with Poland. ‘The Commission considers, however, that this frontier 
might be declared definitive as regards the territory situated to the 


*° Appendix I to CF-87, vol. v1, p. 73. 
* Appendix II to CF-60, ibid., p. 821, 
8 Appendix I to CF-62, ibid., p. 356. 
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West of the same line, where the sovereignty of the Polish State would 
henceforth be complete and permanent. 

To sum up, the Commission unanimously recommends to the Su- 
preme Council that the Eastern frontier of Poland, as described in 
Reports Nos. 2 and 6 of the Commission on Polish Affairs, should be 
considered as marking the line to the West of which the Polish 
Government may, from now onwards, legally exercise all rights ap- 
pertaining to sovereignty. 

JuLEs CAMBON 


President 
SEPTEMBER 1, 1919. 


Paris Peace Conf. 180.03501/61 HD-61 

Notes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers Held in M. Pichon’s Room at the Quai d’Orsay, Paris, on 
Friday, September 26, 1919, at 10: 30 a. m. 


PRESENT 
AMERICA, 
UNITED STATES OF BriTIsH EMPIRE FRANCE 
Hon. F. L. Polk Sir Eyre Crowe M. Tardieu 
later M. Cambon 
Secretary Secretary Secretary 
Mr. L. Harrison Mr. H. Norman M., Dutasta 
: M. de St. Quentin 
ITALY JAPAN 
M. Scialoja M. Matsui. 
Secretary Secretary 
M. Barone Russo. M. Kawai. 
Joint Secretariat 
AMERICA, UNITED STATES OF..... Captain Chapin. 
BrrrisH! ‘HIMPIRE:.. 3 60s 6 2 3 so lene Captain Hinchley-Cooke. 
IRAN OW Se sefetsus ae ons icveneee o snteMatetes M. Massigli. 
DPAD Ye Fai it cipchatneeds wetorgs Serax sweeties M. Zanchi. 


Interpreter—M. Camerlynck 


The following were also present for the items in which they were concerned. 


AMERICA, UNITED STATES OF 
General Bliss 

Mr, F. K. Nielsen 
BRITISH EMPIRE 

Hon. H. Nicolson 
General Sackville-West. 
Lt. Col. Kisch. 

FRANCE 

General Weygand 

M. Laroche 

M. Kammerer 

M. Pieyre. 

ITALY 

M. Dell’Abbadessa. 


M. Pilotti. 
1. M. Tarprev read the following memorandum of the Secretariat- 
General with regard to the action taken on the resolution of the 


Supreme Council of September 23rd: 


German Tank 
Steamers “The resolution of the Supreme Council dated Sep- 


tember 28rd in regard to the German oil steamers was 


*HD-59, minute 1, p. 323. 
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transmitted on the 23rd to the Supreme Economic Council by the 
Secretariat-General. 

The Supreme Economic Council forwarded the resolution on the 
morning of September 24th to its permanent Committee in London. 

The latter body immediately brought the matter to the attention 
of the Allied Naval Armistice Commission which functions likewise 
in London. This body gave the necessary orders at once to suspend 
the departure of the ships in question.” 


Sir Eyre Crows said that he had received a telegram from Lord 
Curzon dated September 25th (See Appendix “A”). He pointed out 
that the important portion of this telegram was that the Allied 
Maritime Transport Executive believed that the question of the 
disposition of the ships was one for the Supreme Council. The A. 
M. T. E. had recommended that the tank steamers be allocated to 
Allied management along with other vessels to which claim had been 
put forward under the terms of the Armistice. The first voyage, 
however, would be for the transport of oil to Germany. He added 
that in the event that the steamers had already left for the Firth 
of Forth they would be diverted and allowed to proceed to the 
United States for their cargo of oil. 

Mr. Potx said that he was happy to hear of the measures which 
had been taken. 

M. Tarprev said that he would at once communicate Lord Curzon’s 
telegram to the French members of the Supreme Economic Council. 

2. (The Council had before it the proposed Treaty with New States 
prepared by the Commission on Political Clauses, together with the 

report of that Commission accompanying the Treaty. 
With New States See Appendices “B” and “C”.) 
irnetioiteat Be M. Larocne in commenting upon the Treaty and 
Tiahsterred the report, said that the Commission was unanimous 
pannss in the text of the clauses of the Treaty. It had not 
been unanimous on the question of what Powers should be parties to, 
and signatories of, the Treaty. The majority of the Commission had 
thought that all the Principal Allied and Associated Powers should 
sign the document, but the United States had formulated an objection 
to its participation in the signature. The United States Delegation 
had felt that the matters embraced in the proposed Treaty were not 
broad questions resulting from the breaking up of the Austro- 
Hungarian Monarchy, and therefore of direct concern to all the Allied 
and Associated Powers, but were rather questions of local interest 
concerning only the new States and the States possessing ceded terri- 
tory. If the Treaty came into force it would import [¢mpose?] a 
specific legal obligation only on the directly interested Powers. The 
United States felt therefore that it was neither desirable nor advisable 
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that all the Principal Allied and Associated Powers should be signa- 
tories to the Treaty, although representatives of these Powers, in 
participating in the framing of the proposed articles, might be able 
to assist in facilitating the negotiations among the Powers directly 
interested. | 

As opposed to this point of view, the majority of the Commission 
had felt that it would be necessary for all the Principal Allied and 
Associated Powers to sign, for otherwise the Treaty would be de- 
prived of its authority in the eyes of the New States. Although the 
Commission felt that the interests of the New States had been care- 
fully safeguarded by the Treaty and that the clauses were for the 
common good of all, the latter might distrust a Treaty which did not 
carry the signatures of all the Allied and Associated Powers. Should 
the United States refuse to sign, the important point arose as to what 
steps the other Principal Allied and Associated Powers should take. 
It was possible for the Four Principal Allied and Associated Powers 
to sign, even though the United States did not do so. The second 
method of procedure would be to make a united presentation of the 
Treaty by the Principal Allied and Associated Powers to the New 
States and jointly recommend that the same be signed by them. 

Mz. Potx said that this was a matter which Secretary Lansing had 
had before him, prior to his departure for the United States. Mr. 
Lansing had felt that the Treaty was one between friendly Powers 
and. involved no enemy states. He had taken the position that it was 
not necessary for the American signature to appear, as he felt that it 
was difficult to justify the interests which United States might have 
in signing. 

Sir Eyre Crows said that, following out the reasons advanced by 
M. Laroche, he believed that all the Principal Allied and Associated 
Powers should sign the Treaty. The British Empire had no imme- 
diate interests in the matter but he believed that it should be a signa- 
tory power. He thought that, even in the absence of a United States 
signature, all the Principal Allied and Associated Powers should 
sign. A joint action of this kind would give the smaller States the 
impression that all the large Powers were interested in the matter, 
because the Treaty formed a portion of the liquidation of the Austro- 
Hungarian Monarchy. He was willing, however, to be guided by the 
wishes of the majority of his colleagues. 

Mr. Scratosa said that he believed a refusal of the United States 
to sign the Treaty was a pure matter of internal interest. The Prin- 
cipal Allied and Associated Powers had taken part in Treaties in 
which they had no direct interest, as for example, in the case of Spitz- 
bergen. He pointed out that the United States had been repre- 
sented on the Commission on Political Clauses, had taken an active 
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part in the framing of the Treaty, and presumably had therefore felt 
that matters of general interest were being settled. He was unable 
to urge Mr. Polk to sign the Treaty against the wishes of his Gov- 
ernment. He would like to ask Mr. Polk, however, whether he would 
agree to a joint presentation of the Treaty by the Principal Allied and 
Associated Powers to the small States urging the latter to sign the 
same. In this way the Treaty would be given moral force. 

Mr. Porx said that he had no objection to this method of procedure. 

Mr. Martsvt said that the Japanese Empire had no particular inter- 
est involved, but as the Treaty concerned the general liquidation of the 
Austro-Hungarian Monarchy all the Principal Allied and Associated 
Powers should sign. In view of the United States’ objection, and 
by taking advantage of the period of twenty days proposed between 
the presentation of the Treaty and the signature, he would obtain 
the instructions of his Government in the matter. . He would recom- 
mend, that the Japanese Empire be a signatory party. Should 
M. Scialoja’s proposition be accepted, however, he would have no 
difficulty in joining on behalf of Japan in the common presentation by 
the five Principal Powers. 

M. Larocue said that he gathered from the discussion that the 
Council agreed to approve the text of the Treaty and that the Treaty 
itself should be presented to the new States by the Principal Allied and 
Associated Powers jointly with a recommendation that it be signed by 
the former, Furthermore a period of twenty days was to be accorded 
the New States between the time of presentation and the signature 
of the Treaty. He added that it was extremely necessary to decide 
upon a fixed period in order to prevent the matter being drawn out 
and any of the New States taking advantage of this to avoid signing. 

M. Tarvrev said that as it was better for all the great Powers to 
take the same attitude on the question, he proposed that M. Laroche’s 
solution of the matter be adopted. 

It was decided: 

(1) That the text of the proposed Treaty with the New States 
(Clauses Relating to Reciprocal Relations in Transferred Territories) 
prepared by the Commission on Political Clauses should be accepted. 

(2) That the proposed Treaty should be presented to the Delega- 
tions of the interested states by the Principal Allied and Associated 
Powers jointly. The latter should impress upon the Delegations of 
the New States the necessity for the signature of the Treaty in 
question, and should request them to obtain the consent of their Gov- 
ernments as soon as possible, but in any case within a period of twenty 
days, at the expiration of which the Treaty should be signed in Paris 
by the plenipotentiaries of the interested States. 


(At this point M. Tardieu left the room and M. Cambon took the 
chair. ) 
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Repatriation of 3 
Czecho-Slovak ° 
Troops in Siberia 


Distribution of 4 

a Ber in : 

the Plebiscite 1 1 

few (These questions were adjourned) 


Report of the 5 
Commission on . 
Baltic Affairs on 

the Occupation 

of Memel 


6. The Council had before it a note from Marshal Foch, dated Au- 
gust 21st, 1919, (See appendix D). 
Mr. Potx said that there was no objection to the 
é pn proposals contained in this note from the point of 
of Marshal Foch View of the United States. 
Hsnera Under’ Sir Eyre Crows said that the British representa- 


Experts Under 
ticle t : ‘ 
German Peace _ tives agreed with Marshal Foch’s proposals. 


Treaty Should B : has 
Members of the M. Scratosa said he had no objections to formulate. 
ter-Alli . ° eye 
Commission of M. Marsvt said that he was not entirely familiar 


Control Under : : 
Articles 203 and © With the question. 


eee GrenreRAL Werycanp commented and explained 
briefly the note in question. 
M. Marsur said that he had no objections to present. 
It was agreed that: 


The Conference of Military Experts of the Principal Allied and 
Associated Powers provided for by Article 163 of the Peace Treaty 
to determine the reduction of effectives to be imposed on Germany 
for each period of 8 months following the coming into force of the 
Treaty, should be composed of the presidents and of the most impor- 
tant members of the Inter-Allied Commissions of Control constituted 
in conformity with articles 203-210, and chosen in such a way that 
all the Allied and Associated Powers be represented in the said 
Conferences. 

The President of the Inter-Allied Military Commission of Control 
should be charged with deciding the composition of this Conference 
and the dates of its sessions in agreement with the precedents of the 
Naval and Aerial Commissions. 


Communication to 
Gerzian Corr 

ti ° . . 
erence. 7. (This question was adjourned.) 
ef the Baltic 
Provinces 


8. (The Council had before it a note from the Commission on 
Execution of the Treaty Clauses, asking that the German Government 
Note From the be requested to notify the Allied and Associated 


Neer : : 
Commission of, Powers of the Government property in German terri- 


peeniy Clauses tory to be ceded to Poland.) (See Appendix E.) 


pelauys to German 
areitory ST Sir Eyre Crowe said that he was prepared to accept 


Coded te Poland 
2 : : 
pa) la the proposals contained in the note. 
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Mr. Pork said that he was likewise prepared to accept the same, 
but wished to reserve his final decision until he had consulted the 
United States expert in the matter. (Mr. Polk later notified the 
Secretariat-General that he had no objections to formulate.) 

It was decided: to accept the proposals in the note of the Com- 
mission on Execution of the Treaty Clauses, (See Appendix E.) 

It was further decided to request the German Government to fur- 
nish the Allied and Associated Powers all information relative to all 
Government property, which is required to be turned over to Poland 
within the territory to be ceded to the latter, under the terms of the 
Treaty with Germany. 

9. (The Council had before it two notes of The German Delega- 
tion dated respectively August 1st and August 5th (See Appendixes 
The Question of F and G), together with a proposed reply thereto 
Malmedy submitted by the Committee on the Execution of the 
Clauses of the German Treaty... (See Appendix H).) 

Mr. Pork said that he had a slight change to propose in the text 
of the reply. In the 8rd paragraph (English text) the expression, 
“with the sole reservation that the League of Nations might later 
order the return to Germany of the whole or part of these terri- 
tories,” appeared. He believed that the use of the word “might” 
in this connection was not strictly in accordance with Article 34 of 
the Peace Treaty and the covering letter sent to the German Delega- 
tion on June 16th, 1919.2, As the text now stood the proposed reply 
stated in substance that the League of Nations might disregard the 
wishes of the majority of the inhabitants of Eupen and Malmedy, 
whereas, the covering letter referred to had said that, in the cases 
of the territories which it was proposed to transfer from Germany 
to Denmark and Belgium, this transfer would only take place as the 
result of a decision of the inhabitants themselves taken under condi- 
tions which would insure complete freedom of vote. 

He proposed that the word “might” should be changed to read 
“will”, 

M. Larocue said that Article 34 of the Treaty with Germany did 
not impose a fixed obligation upon the League of Nations to return 
the territory in question to Germany, should the majority of the 
population express its wish in that direction. He thought that a 
moral obligation was imposed upon the League of Nations but not 
an absolute one. The text of the reply as it stood seemed to him 
to clearly express the obligation created by the article in question. 

Sir Eyre Crows said that he agreed with M. Laroche’s interpreta- 
tion of the matter. 


? Vol. VI, p. 926. 
510124—46—VOL. VIII 
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M. Larocue added that the change proposed by Mr. Polk might 
result in adding something to the Treaty which was not included 
therein. 

(After some further discussion on the matter Mr. Polk withdrew 
his proposal for the change in question, and 

It was decided that the reply to the German notes on Malmedy and 
Eupen, as submitted by the Committee on the Execution of the Clauses 
of the German Treaty, be accepted.) 

10. (The Council had before it a letter from the British Delegation 
dated August 26th. (See Appendix I.).) 

Sir Eyre Crows said that the matter in question was 
es ee of small importance but that he wished to obtain the 
Pabications «it decision of the Council before taking any action there- 


Document: 
Connected With gn, Tt had been originally agreed that the final text 


Germany of the German Treaty should alone be made public, 

and that the preliminary conditions of peace as handed 
to the Germans should be kept secret. However, the different notes 
which had been exchanged between the German Delegation and the 
Allies had appeared in the newspapers of several countries. Some 
of the passages in these notes were rendered unintelligible by the 
fact that they referred to clauses which had been proposed for the 
Treaty and later modified or withdrawn. These clauses had not 
been made public coincidently with the notes. The British Govern- 
ment wished to publish the clauses referred to in the notes as Annexes 
to the latter, but before so doing was anxious to obtain the approval 
of the Supreme Council. 

M. Campon asked whether it was desired to publish all the clauses 
which had been omitted from the final Treaty or only those to which 
reference had been made in the notes in question. 

Sir Eyre Crows said that only those referred to in the notes were 
contemplated. 

Mr. Porx asked whether the Treaty as originally presented to the 
German Delegation had not been published in the Allied countries, 
as it had been made public in Germany. 

Sm Eyre Crowe answered that it had not been possible to publish 
it in the British Empire because by so doing the Houses of Parliament 
would have been entitled to have the Treaty before them and to dis- 
cuss the same even before it was known whether or not Germany 
would accept it. The mere fact that the preliminary Treaty had ap- 
peared in Germany did render its presentation to the British Parlia- 
ment necessary. 

M. Capon asked that the decisions might be adjourned until he 
had had an opportunity to consult Mr. Clemenceau. 
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M. Scrarosa pointed out that this was a mere question of form in 
view of the fact that publication had actually been made in many 
countries. 

M. Cameon said that there was a difference between official and 
unofficial publication. 

(It was decided : 

to adjourn the decision of this question until the following day.) 
(The Meeting then adjourned.) 


Hore pr Critton, Parts, September 26, 1919. 


Appendix A to HD-61 
Telegram From Lord Curzon to Sir Eyre Crowe, September 25, 1919 
GERMAN TANK STEAMERS 


The Organizing Committee of the Reparations Commission re- 
ferred this question to the A. M. T. E. on August 29th, with the 
knowledge of the American Representative on that Committee, Mr. 
J. F. Dulles. At the meeting of the A. M. T. E. held on September 
17th, Mr. Anderson, who represented the United States, handed in 
to the Supreme Economic Council a memorandum with reference to 
the question. This memorandum was signed by Captain Tobey, 
to. N. 

It was accordingly decided by the A. M. T. E. that the questions 
should be submitted to the Supreme Economic Council. Mr. Ander- 
son concurred in this decision. The recommendation which the 
A. M. T. E. forwarded to the Supreme Economic Council was sub- 
stantially as follows :— 

“Allocate the tank steamers to Allied management along with 
other vessels to which claims were put forward under the terms of 


the Armistice, and, at any rate for their first voyage, use them for 
the transport of oil to Germany.” 


The representative of the United States on the A. M. T. E. in- 
timated that if the Supreme Council, by adopting this resolution, 
should approve the revocation of the clause in the Brussels Agree- 
ment * whereby these German tank steamers were provisionally ex- 
empted, no objection would be raised and on September 30th | 20th] 
the Supreme Economic Council confirmed the resolution by the 
eM Te 

No promise has been given to Germany with respect to these steam- 
ers nor have the Germans raised any objection to surrendering them 
but have, on the contrary, prepared them for surrender and have 


72 G. Fr. de Martens, Nouveau recueil général de traités et autres actes relatifs 
auw rapports de drott international, 3 sér,, tome xI, p. 232. 
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furnished them with coal only for the journey to the Firth of Forth. 
No breach of faith with Germany is therefore involved. 

Neither the A. M. T. E. nor the Supreme Economic Council has 
any knowledge of the decision of the Supreme Council mentioned in 
your telegram of yesterday. 

A full report is being sent for the information of the Supreme 
Council by the President of the Allied Naval Armistice Commission. 

In view of a report received from H. M. S. Coventry that a sea- 
man’s strike is imminent at Hamburg the tank steamers were ordered 
to the Firth of Forth on September 238rd., and the Ministry of 
Shipping put forward a strong plea that the action already taken 
should not be interfered with. 

The following is the passage referred to:—“This action was in 
contradiction with the resolution of the Supreme Council, which 
had decided, in view of the pressing need of oil in Germany to 
leave these ships in German hands.” 





Appendices B and C to HD-61 
[Translation *] 


Report Presented to the Supreme Council by the Commission on 
Political Clauses 


SUMMARY OF THE PAPERS 


1. Purpose and Composition of the Commission 
2. Report of the Commission 

8. Conclusions 

4. Text of the Articles of the Treaty, 


SEPTEMBER 2, 1919. 
Commission on Pourtican. CLAUSES 


The Supreme Council, in its meeting of July 11, 1919,* decided to 

name a Commission to examine M. Sonnino’s proposal that certain 

political clauses of the Treaty of Peace with Austria 

Porgesd af ante be applied to all the territories of the former Austro- 

Hungarian Monarchy. This Commission is composed 

of five members, one member for each of the following great Powers: 

United States of America, British Empire, France, Italy [, Japan]. 

The Commission was able to hear the representatives of the in- 
terested States. 





* Translation from the French supplied by the editor 
i S. 
*HD-5, minute 4, vol. vit, p. 101. a 


Composition of 
the Commission 
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MEMBERS 


United States of America 
Mr. Fred W. Nielsen 
British Empire 
Mr. J. W. Headlam-Morley 
France 
M. Laroche 
Tialy 
M. M. d’Amelio 
Japan 
M. Adatci 


Equally assisted at the meeting as technical experts: 


British Empire 
Mr. H. J. Hutchinson 


France 
M. Tirman 


Italy 
M. A. Dell’Abbadessa 
M. Pilotti 


Japan 


M. H. Ashida 


Secretary of the Commission: Baron Pieyre 


The Commission has heard: 


Representatives 


For Poland 
M. Stanislas Patek 
M. Ladislas Grabski 
M. Roman Rybarski 
For Roumania 
M. Ef. Antonesco 


For the Serb-Croat-Slovene State 


M. Ivan Zolger 
M. Velizar Yankovitch 


For Czecho-Slovakia 


M. Jean Kramar 
M. Hugo Vavrecka 
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Report to tHE SurpreME Council. BY THE CoMMISSION ON PotrricaL 
CLAUSES 
Aveust 29, 1919. 


In accordance with the mission assigned to it by the Supreme 

Council of the Principal Allied and Associated Powers, pursuant to the 

resolution of July 11, 1919, the Commission on Politi- 

Coe. cal Clauses of the Treaty with Austria examined M. 

Sonnino’s proposal that certain political clauses of 

the peace treaty with Austria be applied to all the territories of the 
former Austro-Hungarian Monarchy. 

These labors have resulted in the preparation of a draft treaty 
to be concluded between the Allied States to which Austrian or Hun- 

garian territory has been or will be transferred or 
Object and Nature which came into existence as a consequence of the 

dismemberment of Austria-Hungary. The new order 
thus created raises, in effect, with regard to the immediate relations 
of the interested States and those of their respective nationals, prob- 
lems which it is important to settle. Their settlement, by contributing 
to the establishment of a basis for perfect reciprocity of economic 
and legal relations between the States concerned, will have the most 
beneficial influence upon the development of confidence and friendly 
relations among these powers. 

A treaty of this nature, in which only Allied States participate, 
should necessarily be agreed upon freely by all powers concerned. 
For this reason, the stipulations therein could not be of the same 
character as the analogous stipulations which had been drawn up as 
a result of a treaty of peace imposed on Austria, an enemy State. 

The Commission has therefore modified the itetiel text which was 
based on the treaty with Austria. Furthermore, with a view to facili- 
tating the conclusion of this agreement, it tpchived semiofficially, the 
delegates of the new States. Taking into account their observations, 
it modified certain clauses, while it abolished others or drafted new 
ones, seeking thereby to render more certain the adhesion of the 
interested States. 

However, the Yugo-Slav delegates made a general observation. 
Considering the clauses submitted for their examination only of sub- 

ordinate character, they expressed the opinion that a 
Reservations of treaty of this kind should be much broader in scope, 

of a nature to include questions of the status of na- 
tionals, consular conventions, customs, and navigation, etc. In defer- 
ence to the Principal Allied and Associated Powers as well as the other 
Allied States which would accept the treaty, the Yugo-Slav delega- 
tion, nevertheless, accepted in principle the articles of the draft pre- 
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pared. It has made only two reservations: first, for article 3, which 
provides for a term of five years, whereas it would like to see 3 years 
fixed as the maximum term; second, for articles 4 (coastal trade) and 5 
(fisheries) which it would like to make subordinate to the question of 
the restitution of Yugo-Slav boats. According to the Yugo-Slavs, 
since this question has not yet been settled, all semblance of reciprocity 
is removed from these two clauses. 
Likewise, the Roumanian delegation, not having received adequate 
instructions from its Government, did not consider it could pledge 
itself, even unofficially, to accept the different articles 
peevatiens cf of the treaty. It was able, however, to furnish some 
interesting observations, which were taken into ac- 
count during the discussion of the articles. 
The Commission was unanimous in believing that certain of these 
measures, which had not been provided for in the treaty with Austria, 
since it was an enemy State, should supplement the 


Application to provisions of the latter document. This was taken 
el into consideration for certain articles of the treaty 


with Austria, which as a consequence were revised, 
particularly those having to do with nationality clauses; thus article 
42, which referred only to Italy, was extended to other Allied States 
to which Austrian territory has been transferred or which have come 
into existence through the dismemberment of Austria-Hungary; it is 
the same for the communication of archives of interest to the trans- 
ferred territories (article 93). 

The draft treaty contains other stipulations without political inter- 
est, but having features of general interest which it would be desirable, 
for the immediate relations of the territories of former Austria- 
Hungary, to have extended to Austria and Hungary as soon as the 
peace has been signed. In accordance with the decision of the Su- 
preme Council of August 8 [6] ® a special provision of the draft pro- 
vides the possibility for these two States to participate in these 
measures. It is in the same spirit that the present Commission, in 
accord with the Economic Commission, presented to the Supreme 
Council, which adopted it in its session of August 28,° the text of an 
article to be inserted in the treaty with Austria, by the terms of 
which questions concerning the nationals of the former Austro- 
Hungarian Monarchy not mentioned either in the present treaty, or in 
the treaty of peace with Austria, will be made the subject of special 
conventions drafted at a conference made up of delegates of the 
powers concerned. 


5 HD-25, minute 12, vol. vu, p. 562. 
° HD-41, minute 5, and appendix A, ibid., pp. 958 and 962. 
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As the Supreme Council may note in the preamble of the treaty, the 
participation of the Principal Allied and Associated Powers in this 
agreement is specified. It is not a question of their 
the Pref direct intervention in the clauses of the treaty which 
silted endgtt aii e obligations only for the States to which Austrian 
or Hungarian territory has been or will be transferred 
or which have arisen from the dismemberment of Austria-Hungary. 
But, it seemed to the Commission, with the exception of the opinion 
expressed by the American delegation, that the Principal Allied 
and Associated Powers, having determined, by the success of their 
arms, the dissolution of Austria-Hungary and contributed thus to 
the creation of new States or to the cession of important territories 
to States already existent, could not disregard the future of these States 
and have the duty of facilitating the conclusion of an accord deter- 
mining the reciprocal relations of the territories separated from the 
former Austro-Hungarian Monarchy. 

But it is undeniable that the participation of the Principal Allied 
and Associated Powers in the treaty drafted, while not implying any 
obligation for them, will have the result of conferring on this docu- 
ment a “patronage” which will give it moral authority of a nature to 
render negotiation less difficult. 

It cannot be concealed that, if they are left to themselves, the new 
States, at the risk of allowing their populations to endure the incon- 
veniences caused by the delay in the settlement of questions which it 
is at the same time urgent to determine, will reach agreement only 
with difficulty, either because of mutual distrust which makes them 
suspicious of arrangements clearly suggested by their own interests, 
or because of the desire to have joined to this settlement those other 
questions of a political or economic nature, for which they desire a 
speedy solution, but whose addition to the present Treaty would only 
complicate the negotiations still more. 


CoNCLUSIONS 


Consequently, the Commission has the honor to submit to. the 
Supreme Council the draft treaty hereto annexed, the text of which 
has been reviewed by the Drafting Committee, requesting that it will: 


1. Kindly approve the text of the articles; 

2. Approve likewise the participation of the Principal Allied and 
Associated Powers in the treaty for the reasons given above and set 
forth in the preamble; 

_8. Decide that the draft treaty shall be transmitted to the delega- 
tions of the States concerned while informing them that the Principal 
Allied and Associated Powers recommend their signatures, and invite 
them to obtain the adherence of their governments as soon as possible, 
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and, at the latest, within a period of 20 days, at the expiration of 
which the plenipotentiaries of the States assenting will proceed to 
Paris for the signing of said treaty. 


The American delegation, by order of its Government, expressed 
as follows the views of the Government of the United States con- 
ae cerning the participation of the Principal Allied and 
United States Associated Powers in the negotiations of the treaty 
Delegation : 

drafted: 

The issues which are the subject of the treaty drafted are not ques- 
tions of broad scope resulting from the dissolution of the Austro- 
Hungarian Monarchy and affecting directly all the Allied and Asso- 
ciated Powers, but actually local questions directly interesting only 
the new States and the States to which territories have been ceded, 
including one of the Principal Allied and Associated Powers, Italy. 
If the treaty comes into effect, it will impose the legal obligations 
determined only on the States directly concerned. It is therefore 
neither desirable nor judicious that all of the Principal Allied and 
Associated Powers should be signatories of the treaty, although, by 
their participation in the elaboration of the articles drafted, the repre- 
sentatives of these powers were able to be of assistance in facilitating 
the negotiations among the powers directly concerned. It is for this 
reason that the United States, without wishing to influence the deci- 
sion of the other powers on, this subject, does not desire to appear 
among the signatories of the treaty. 


Draft Treaty With the New States? 


Cuauses RELATING TO THE RecrerocaL REeLaTIons BETWEEN THE 
'TRANSFERRED TERRITORIES 


THe PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED StTaTEs or AMERICA, 

His Maszsty tue Kine or THe Unrrep Kinepom or Great Brrrarn 
AND IRELAND AND OF THE BririsH Dominions Brronp THE Sas, Em- 
PEROR OF INDIA, 

THE PRESIDENT OF THE. FRENCH REPUBLIC, 

His Masesty Tue Kine or Itty, 

His Masesty THE EMPEROR OF JAPAN, 

THe PRESIDENT OF THE PoLisH REPUBLIC, 

His Masusry roe Kine or Roumania, 

His Maszsty THe KiNG or THE SERBS, THE CROATS AND THE SLOVENES, 

Tue Present or THE CzEcHO-SLovaK REPUBLIC, 


7 Printed from the English text which parallels the French text in file copy. 
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Whereas by the success of their arms the Allied and Associated 
Powers have precipitated the dissolution of the Austro-Hungarian 
Monarchy, and by thus restoring national life to the peoples who were 
anxious to free themselves from the said Monarchy have brought about 
the creation of new States or the transfer of important territories to 
States already existing; and 

Whereas this new condition of affairs has given rise in the immediate 
relations of the States concerned and in those of their respective na- 
tionals to questions which it is necessary to determine; and 

Whereas the settlement of these questions, by contributing towards 
the establishment on a basis of complete reciprocity of economic and 
legal relations between those States, must have the best influence on 
the development of ties of confidence and friendship between them; 

Being desirous of establishing by a common agreement the prin- 
ciples and provisions in accordance with which the question thus 
arising should be settled, and of confirming by this means the friendly 
union which exists between the High Contracting Parties; 

Have appointed as their respective plenipotentiaries, with a view 
to concluding a convention to this effect, namely : 


The President of the United States of America, 


His Majesty the King of the United Kingdom of Great Britain and 
Ireland and of the British Dominions Beyond the Seas, Emperor of 
India, 


De 8 0 8. 8 6 6 Ore eS 6, (6 OO 6 8. le eer ee ee 8) ere a) O56) Oe mee el a) en ee tee ere 
. 


And 


for the Dominion of Canada, 


OB Ate) Rie: 6 Fie) SO eh 8 Oe iw, 10) © 658 @ O- (0) egg 6 58-6. ge <0 0 - Orr e—8) © 9. 6 6 Lemle\. io Maen 


PMO ONE < 16r oe FS 8 Lem CRON eee an eee ae. 0 '@) a eel we, eee lofie le) 201k Oi ie) eek (686 ue lleln 6 ulet aur eite 
ODE FOG 9 Soe (8 SO 0M 108 & ie Teh see e ai eln 8! 46) 50) 0. i9\ 0.16 Tie) dele silel KOM Sie ulen Je) (els). silane aaa 
ee 
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. 


THE COUNCIL OF HEADS OF DELEGATIONS 389 


The President of the Polish Republic, 


wea se 8 ae SG RS! OE eS We liege eee Me eee 6 er OF ees Me Vel Mer etter Em amet te, Nee te Me 
SS seiee SYS Be ee Fe 2b Pe oy a ee, oF & 0) of. 0, ©. 0 ,e tel ahs 9m 0 of oe fe Be te cie 


Wao having communicated their full powers found in good and 
due form have agreed as follows: 


ARTICLE 1 


The Allied States to which territory of the former Austro-Hun- 
garian Monarchy has been or may be transferred, or vhich have 
arisen from the dismemberment of that Monarchy, mutually under- 
take to restore to one another such of the articles referred to below 
as may be in their respective territories. 


1. Archives, registers, plans, titles and documents of every descrip- 
tion relating to the civil, military, financial, judicial or other ad- 
ministrations of the transferred territories. It is agreed, moreover, 
that the States specified above will, in general, reciprocally com- 
municate to one another, all records, registers, plans, titles and docu- 
ments of any description relating to the civil, financial, judicial or 
other administrations referred to in this paragraph, which have no 
military character, and which, while forming part of their archives, 
may concern at the same time the organisation of one of the other 
States above mentioned ; tn ek 

2. Records, documents, objects of antiquity or art, and all scientific 
and bibliographical material taken away from the invaded territories, 
whether they belong to the State or the provincial, communal, char- 
itable or ecclesiastical administrations, or other public or private 
institutions ; 

3. Articles of the same nature taken since June, 1914, from the 
transferred territories, with the exception of articles purchased from 
private owners. 


In the event of one of the objects the restitution of which is provided 
for by the present Article being in the possession of a private person 
who is national of one of the said States and claims that he has become 
the legal owner thereof, the State to which the object is to be restored 
may be required to indemnify the owner, if his good faith is estab- 
lished, in accordance with the law in force in his country at the date 
of the signature of the present Treaty, 
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ARTICLE 2 


The Allied States to which territory of the former Austro-Hun- 
garian Monarchy has been or may be transferred, or which have arisen 
from the dismemberment of that Monarchy, shall take the necessary 
measures with a view to ensuring among themselves the restitution 
provided for by paragraphs (a) and (f) of Article 297 and by Article 
238 of the Treaty of Peace with Germany, and by Article 249, para- 
graphs (a) and (f) and by Article 184 of the Treaty of Peace with 
Austria, and by any corresponding Articles in the other Treaties of 
Peace, in so far as the property, rights and interests to be restored to 
the nationals of the said Allied States (including companies and cor- 
porations in which they are interested) are in the territory of one of 
the said States. 

The compensation provided for by the said Articles shall be borne 
by the countries by whom such compensation is payable in accordance 
with the said Treaties of Peace. 


ARTICLE 3 


Without prejudice to the provisions of Article 289 of Part XII of 
the Treaty of Peace with Austria, the Allied States to which territory 
of the former Austro-Hungarian Monarchy has been or may be trans- 
ferred, or which have arisen from the dismemberment of that Mon- 
archy, undertake temporarily to maintain upon their own railway 
lines, on their navigable waterways, in their ports and in their mari- 
time services connected with the ports of the transferred territories, 
a régime of tariffs of such a nature that the flow of traffic established 
before the war shall be ‘subject to no changes which may favour the 
ports of the Powers with whom the Allied and Associated States have 
been at war, to the detriment of the Adriatic and Black Sea Ports. 

This temporary provision shall terminate at the expiration of a 
maximum period of five years from the coming:into force of the present 
Treaty, unless in the meantime special agreements have been concluded 
between the interested States on the subject of their transport régime. 


ARTICLE 4 


During a maximum period of three years from the coming into 
force of the present Treaty each of the States to which maritime ports 
belonging to the former Austro-Hungarian Monarchy shall have been 
transferred under the Treaties of Peace with Austria and Hungary will 
accord to all other such States the right of engaging in the coasting 
trade between these ports by means of vessels which are registered in 
one of the said ports for this kind of navigation, and subject to the 
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same conditions as under the former Monarchy in respect of the 
tonnage employed and the rules of navigation. 


ARTICLE 5 


During a maximum period of three years from the coming into 
force of the present Treaty the provisions relating to fishing rights 
contained in the final protocol annexed to the Treaty of Commerce 
and Navigation of November [February] 11, 1906, between Italy 
and Austria-Hungary * (ad Articles 18 and 19, paragraph 2) shall 
remain in force between the States receiving territories bordering on 
the Adriatic which belonged to the former Austro-Hungarian Mon- 
archy, account being taken of the conditions existing before the war 
so far as concerns tonnage, description of vessels and the method of 
fishing. 

ARTICLE 6 


Persons, companies and commercial undertakings, including in- 
surance companies, nationals of one of the Allied or Associated 
Powers, who before the war had established the headquarters of their 
business or industry in one of the territories of the former Austro- 
Hungarian Monarchy assigned to one of the said Powers, shall have 
the right, during a period of five years, to carry on their trade, 
profession, business or industry in any one of the other transferred 
territories on the same conditions'as persons, companies, undertak- 
ings or insurance companies, nationals of the Power exercising 
sovereignty over that territory. 

During the above mentioned period the persons, companies, un- 
dertakings and insurance companies, and their property, rights and 
interests shall not be subject, in the territories in question, to any 
higher tax or charge than shall be imposed on the persons or under- 
takings, property, rights and interests of nationals of the States 
exercising sovereignty over such territories. No measure in deroga- 
tion of their rights of property shall be imposed upon them in any 
of the territories in question which is not equally applied to the prop- 
erty, rights and interests of nationals of the States in question and 
which does not in any event involve suitable compensation. 

If, at the expiration of the above period of five years, no special 
agreements have been concluded in this respect between the States 
concerned, the present undertaking shall be prolonged for a further 
period of five years, 

In so far as Poland is concerned, it is agreed that this Article shall 
only apply to insurance companies. 


* British and Foreign State Papers, vol. xcrx, p. 575. 


392 THE PARIS PEACE CONFERENCE, 1919, VOLUME VIII 
ARTICLE 7 


The following provisions shall apply so far as regards relations 
between persons having their habitual residence in the territories 
of the former Austro-Hungarian Monarchy which have been or may 
be transferred under the Treaties of Peace with Austria and 
Hungary: 

(a) If one of such persons was during the war outside the ter- 
ritories of the former Monarchy, or was imprisoned, interned or 
deported for political or military reasons, all periods of prescription 
or limitation of rights of action, whether they began to run before 
or after the outbreak of war, shall be treated as having been sus- 
pended in such transferred territories for the period from the date 
at which such person found himself in one of the situations above 
referred to until the expiration of a period of three months from the 
coming into force of the present Treaty. 

In the case of persons who have been in one of these situations 
owing to an act of the Hungarian Government, this period of three 
months shall run from the coming into force of the Treaty with 
Hungary. 

(0) The provisions of paragraph (a) shall apply to the periods 
prescribed for the presentation of interest or dividend coupons or for 
the presentation for repayment of securities drawn for repayment or 
repayable on any other ground. 

(c) No negotiable instrument made before the absence, imprison- 
ment, internment or deportation referred to in paragraph (a) shall be 
deemed to have become invalid by reason only of failure to present 
‘the instrument for acceptance or payment or to give notice of non- 
acceptance or non-payment to drawers or endorsers or to protest the 
instrument or to complete any formality during the said periods. 


Provisions may be made by special agreement between the Govern- 
ments concerned to meet cases in which the rights of persons referred 
to in this Article shall have been prejudiced by measures of execu- 
tion taken in the territories transferred under the Treaties of Peace 
with Austria and Hungary on account of failure to perform any act 
or comply with any formality. 


ARTICLE 8 


Contracts concluded between persons residing in territories of the 
former Austro-Hungarian Monarchy which are transferred to Allied 
States under the Treaties of Peace shall be maintained, except in 
cases of cancellation in accordance with the law under which such 
contracts were entered into. Nevertheless, contracts for the purchase 
or sale of overseas goods made before January 1, 1917, shall be can- 
celled, except in respect of any debt or other pecuniary obligation 
arising out of any act done or money paid thereunder. 
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ARTICLE 9 


A special agreement to be made between the States to which terri- 
tory of the former Austro-Hungarian Monarchy has been or may be 
transferred or which have arisen from the dismemberment of that 
Monarchy shall regulate the payment of all civil, ecclesiastical or 
military pensions due to former Austrian or Hungarian nationals, 
including former Austro-Hungarian nationals of Bosnia and Herzego- 
vina, who have become nationals of the said States under the Treaties 
of Peace which have decided the future of the former Austro-Hun- 
garian Monarchy. 

ARTICLE 10 


Special agreements shall determine the division of the property 
of associations or public corporations carrying on their functions in 
territory which is divided in consequence of the Treaties of Peace 
which have decided the future of the former Austro-Hungarian 
Monarchy. 

Artictp 11 


Special agreements between the States to which territory of the 
former Austro-Hungarian Monarchy has been or may be transferred 
or which have arisen from the dismemberment of that Monarchy 
shall provide for the interests of persons resident in, or companies 
having their headquarters in, the transferred territories, particularly 
as regards civil rights, commerce and the exercise of professions. 


ARTICLE 12 


After the coming into force of the Treaties of Peace with Austria 
and Hungary, the High Contracting Parties will admit those States 
as parties to the special agreements provided for under the present 
Treaty, it being understood that such participation shall not involve, 
in the case of the said States, any modification of the provisions of 
the said Treaties of Peace. 

The present Treaty, in French, in English and in Italian, shall be 
ratified as soon as possible. 

Each Power will address its ratification to the French Government, 
who will inform all the other signatory Powers. 

_ The ratifications will remain deposited in the archives of the 

French Government. 

Powers of which the seat of the Government is outside Europe will 
be entitled merely to inform the Government of the French Republic 
through their diplomatic representative at Paris that their ratifica- 
tion has been given; in that case they must transmit the instrument 
of ratification as soon as possible. 
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The present Convention will come into force for each signatory 
Power from the date of the deposit of its ratification, and from that 
moment that Power will be bound in respect of other Powers which 
have already ratified. 

In FrarrH wuerror the above named Plenipotentiaries have signed 
the present Convention. 

Wonasat. see in a single copy. which will remain deposited in 
the archives of the French Republic and of which authenticated 
copies will be transmitted to each of the Signatory Powers. 
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[Note From Marshal Foch] 


COMMANDER-IN-CHIEF 
OF THE ALLIED ARMIES 
GENERAL STAFF 


No. 4047 G. H. Q. August 21, 1919. 
Nors 


Article 163 of the Peace Treaty says, concerning the redemption of 
the German forces, that: 


“at the end of the 8 months which shall follow the going into force 
of the Treaty, and at the end of each subsequent period of 3 months, 
a conference of military experts of the Principal Allied and Asso- 
ciated Powers shall determine the reductions to be made for the fol- 
lowing three months so that, on March 31, 1920, at the latest, the total 
of the German effectives shall not exceed the maximum figure of 
100,000 men provided for by Article 166 [760].” 


On the other hand, Articles 203-210 provide for the constitution of 
Interallied Commissions of Control representing the Governments 
of the Allied and Associated Powers with the German Government 
and charged with the supervision of the regular execution by the 
latter of all the clauses of Part V of the Treaty. 

It seems indispensable to select: these military experts provided for 
by Article 163 from amongst the Interallied Commissions of Control 
which, by the very reason of their mission, shall be in possession of 
all the elements intelligently to decide the reductions of effectives to 
be fixed for Germany for each period of 3 months. 

By proceeding otherwise, that is to say by choosing experts out 
side of these Commissions of Control, one would substitute at the 
moment of taking important decisions a new commission, conse- 
quently incompetent, for commissions already organized and we 
qualified. 
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As a consequence, we have the honor to submit to the Supreme 
Council of the Governments the following resolution: 


“The Conference of Military Experts of the Principal Allied and 
Associated Powers provided for by Article 163 of the Peace Treaty to 
determine the reduction of effectives to be imposed on Germany for 
each period of 3 months following the going into force of the Treaty, 
shall be composed of the presidents and of the most important mem- 
bers of the Interallied Commissions of Control constituted in con- 
formity with Articles 203-210, and chosen in such a way that all the 
Allied and Associated Powers be represented in the said Conference. 

“The President of the Interallied Military Commission of Control 
shall be charged with deciding the composition of this Conference 
and the dates of its sessions in agreement with the presidents of the 
Naval and Aerial Commissions.” 


P. O. Le Major General 
WEYGAND 
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Translation 


[Note From] Committee on the Execution of the Political Clauses 
of the Treaty With Germany 


Paris, September 5, 1919. 

The circular hereto annexed from the German Financial Min- 
ister, remitted to the Peace Conference by the Polish Delegation, 
expressly states (Article 3): “It is necessary to supervise as regards 
these acts ........ etc., which establish the exact value of all 
the property before being remitted (to Poland) does not fall into 
Polish hands, ete.” 

The Committee on the Execution of the Political Clauses of the 
Treaty with Germany estimates that, on the contrary, the German 
Government is obliged to communicate to the Allied and Associ- 
ated Governments all information concerning this property, and is 
of the opinion that the Conference should inform the German 
Delegation of it. 


[Annex] 
MINISTER OF FINANCE 


S. J. 1657 : Bertin, July 14, 1919. 


According to Article 256 of the Peace Treaty, the States which 
are to take possession of German territories will also take possession 
of all the domains and of all the property of the German Empire 
and of the German States which is found on the said territories. 

The domains situated in the territories which are not yet occu- 
pied by the Poles shall be ceded to the Polish Government according 

510124—46—VOL. VIII 26 
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to a method established beforehand. As it is possible that the ces- 
sion will take place very soon—it is necessary to take the necessary 
measures at this time for the determining of the bases according to 
which the beneficiary state will pay indemnities for the domains ac- 
quired. Therefore, in accord with the cointerested parties, I draw 
up the following: 

1. All the services are instructed to prepare as soon as possible 
two copies of the Conventions concerning the delivery of all state 
property administered over by them. As instructions have been 
given concerning this matter on several occasions, a regulation of 
uniform indications is judged as superfluous. However, it is none 
the less necessary to be guided by the following indications: 


a) It is absolutely necessary to avoid specifying the value of the 
domains in the course of the negotiations, it is necessary, on the con- 
trary, to make a summary exposé of the general condition, an exposé 
in which account could be taken in the appraisement, of the location, 
extent of the lands, number of buildings, rooms in the buildings, con- 
dition of the culture in the property and in the forests. 

6) An exact and separate list must be made of the objects to be 
delivered. A short explanation must be given concerning objects of 
special value. These documents should not be considered as in- 
ventories. 

c) The office through which the delivery is to be made must be 
accurately indicated on the first page. 


2. The two copies concerning the delivery negotiations must be 
signed by the assignor and assignee. A copy shall be remitted to the 
Service of State which takes possession of the domains and the second 
immediately returned to the competent Minister. Should it be dif- 
ficult to obtain the signature of the service representing the assignee, 
the two copies of the pourparlers must be returned to the competent 
Minister. 

3. It is necessary to supervise as regards these Acts . . . etc., which 
establish the exact value of all the property before being remitted, 
does not fall into Polish hands. It is necessary therefore that all 
the documents concerning this question be remitted to the service which 
should retain the documents not destined to be remitted. In returning 
the documents concerning the negotiation to the competent Minister the 
place where they had been sent must be designated at the time. 

4, All these provisions refer as well to all the domains of the 
State which belonged to the former Kingdom of Poland and which 
according to Chapter 92, Art. 3, of the Peace Treaty shall be returned 
to Poland without indemnity. Everything relating to the elucidation 
of the appurtenances of the domain of the former Kingdom of Poland 
must be brought to the attention of the said service under No. 3. 
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5. It is not necessary, for the time being, to prepare the nego- 
tiations concerning the delivery of the domains in the districts sub- 
mitted to a plebiscite or in the arrondissement of Memel. 

But all these provisions are applicable to the territories attributed 
to the free city of Dantzig. 

6. Regarding the property of the administration of the railroads— 
a special order of the Minister of Public Works is to be followed. 

Signature 


Court or AppEALs AT MARTENWERDER 


Juny 17, 1919. 


To The Judge of the Court of Appeals. 
To The Procureur of the Court of Appeals. 
i, A. 49 


10265 


This copy is brought to the attention of the Court in order that the 
necessary measures may be taken. Referring to Chapter No. 3 it 
should be noted that all the acts and all the documents concerning 
the matter as well as the elucidations annexed should be sent to the 
Court of Appeals at Elbing. 

SHELHAN 


Appendix F to HD-61 


THE PRESIDENT OF 
THE GERMAN DELEGATION 
Vrrsaities, August 1, 1919. 


To His Excellency, M. Clemenceau, President of the Peace Conference. 


Mr. Present: Following up my note of July 13, I have the honor 
to inform your Excellency that the Belgian administrative controller 
at Eupen has sent the following notice to the Council of the Circle and 
to the Mayor of the town of Eupen: 


“Since the signature of Peace and by its ratification, Germany has 
renounced all its rights over the circles of Eupen and Malmedy, since 
from that time it has been necessary to direct administrative affairs 
while awaiting other more complete measures, I feel called upon to 
ask you to avoid treating further, insofar as possible with the German 
administrations. I think that you should only treat with the German 
administrations in liquidating your business affairs or in asserting 
your rights. In any event, all the orders of Berlin have no value 
whatsoever. Insofar as the regency of Aix-la-Chapelle is concerned, 
I deny it all jurisdiction in the circle of Eupen. I dare to hope that 
you will immediately try to follow out this measure; I declare myself 
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entirely disposed to direct you in the affairs under your jurisdiction 
and this in the interest of your administration and that of Belgium. 

“The administrative controller of the Circle of Eupen 

Signed: Leon Xhaflaire.” 


The German Government requests that the substance of this notice 
be brought to the knowledge of the Belgian Royal Government. The 
German Government believes that the Belgian Royal Government will 
inform the administrative controller that such interference in the 
administration of the Circle of Eupen is not admissible until the com- 
ing into force of the Peace Treaty, and that, particularly, the relations 
of the local authorities with the Regency of Aix-la-Chapelle and the 
other administrative authorities must not, until then, be hindered in 
this way. | 

Accept, etc. FREIHERR VON LERSNER 
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THE CHAIRMAN OF THE 
GERMAN PEACE DELEGATION 


Versaities, August 5, 1919. 


To: His Excellency, M. Clemenceau, President of the Peace Confer- 
ence. 

Mr. Present: Referring to my note of August 1,1° I have the 
honor to communicate the following to Your Excellency :— 

According to information from Herbesthal, the Belgian local Com- 
mander in that place has notified the Director of the railway station 
that the Herbesthal station and the other stations situated in the 
Eupen Circle were, in the next few days, to be taken under Belgian 
Administration. At the same time, he requested that the station 
officials be informed that, in case they desired to enter Belgian service 
the Belgian Administration would continue to pay them their custom- 
ary salary and allowances. Since the Local Commander has been 
contemplating the transfer, in the next few days, of the stations to 
Belgian Administration, he seems to be under the erroneous impres- 
sion that the provisions of the Peace Treaty regarding the Circles 
of Eupen and Malmedy had already come into force, by the signing 
of the Treaty. 

The German Government begs that the request be transmitted. to 
the Royal Belgian Government to instruct the officer mentioned, as 
well as the other Belgian Military and Civil Authorities in Eupen and 
Malmedy, among whom similar erroneous impressions seem to exist, 
concerning the legal status, and to call their attention to the fact that 
all measures, contemplated on the part of Belgium as a result of the 


” Supra. 
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present relinquishment of sovereignty over the two Circles by Ger- 
many, can only be carried out when the Peace Treaty in its relations 
between Germany and Belgium, has come into force. 

With regard to the possible taking over of the railroad officials, the 
German Government calls attention to the fact that the officials are 
not in a position, independently, without the approval of the Gov- 
ernment which appointed them, to dispose of their services. The 
officials have been informed that negotiations concerning the question 
of officials are in the hands of the Imperial Ministry of Foreign Affairs, 
and that special negotiations by individual authorities and officials 
would not be binding for the Government. 

The German Government would, on its side, deem it expedient if, 
during the period until the decision of the people as to the final lot 
of the Eupen and Malmedy Circles, the smallest possible number of 
changes would be made in the railway personnel as well as in the rest 
of the Civil Service. It is of the opinion that, according to the agree- 
ments referred to in the note of July 13, concerning the execution of 
the provisions of the Peace Treaty pertaining to the district of Mores- 
net and the Circles of Eupen and Malmedy, precisely the taking over 
of the railway personnel and such railway questions should be dealt 
with, as demand a punctual settlement, in order that, after the coming 
into force of the Peace Treaty, the desired, orderly continuation of 
traffic on the lines and of rail communications across the frontier may 
be assured, which would also be in the interest of the other Powers 
concerned with the occupation of Rhine territory. 

Accept, etc. FREIHERR VON LreRsNER 
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Proposed Reply to German Notes on Malmedy and Eupen}* as Sub- 
mitted by the Committee on the E'xecution of the Clauses of the 
German Treaty 

Translation 
COMMITTEE ON THE EXECUTION 
OF THE CLAUSES OF THE PEACE 
TREATY 

The Committee on the Execution of the Clauses of the Peace Treaty 
has the honor to recommend for the approval of the Supreme Council 
the appended draft of answer to the notes of the German Delegation 
dated August 1 and 5 relative to the measures adopted by the Belgian 
authorities in the circles of Eupen and Malmedy. 


SEPTEMBER 5, 1919. 


™ Appendices F and G, supra. 
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Mr. Preswent: I have the honor to acknowledge the receipt of your 
notes of August 1 and 5. 

The measures adopted by the Belgian authorities in the circles of 
Eupen and Malmedy seemed to have caused the German Government 
an emotion which is hard to understand. 

According to Article 34 of the Peace Treaty, Germany renounces 
in favor of Belgium all rights and titles over the territories which are 
making up the circles of Eupen and Malmedy, with the sole reserva- 
tion that the League of Nations might later order the return to Ger- 
many of the whole or part of these territories, if, according to formali- 
ties determined by the same article, the majority of the population 
expresses the desire to do so. 

According to these provisions the sovereignty over those territories 
in question shall pass effectively to Belgium as soon as the Treaty 
goes into force, namely the day of the signing of the first procés-verbal 
de dépét of ratifications, if on this day the Belgian ratifications have 
been deposited. The obligation to proceed to a proper consultation 
within the forms fixed by Article 34 in no way affects the sovereign 
rights of Belgium. 

The Belgian Government shall therefore, from the going into force 
of the Treaty, have to provide for all the public positions in the 
ceded territories; the railroad employees are among the officials whose 
nomination it will have to see to. 

In taking at once the measures for the transfer of sovereignty and 
in preparing measures which are of a nature to facilitate that transfer 
later, the Belgian authorities, far from overstepping their rights, have 
only in view the interest of the populations of the territories which 
will soon pass under Belgian Sovereignty. 

Besides, while waiting for the going into force of the Treaty, it is 
perfectly right for the Belgian authorities, as occupying power, to 
get into direct relations with the employees of the administration of 
Prussian railroads. 

The Belgian Government does not refuse however to negotiate with 
the German Government regarding the questions relative to the exe- 
cution of the Treaty, either within the circles of Eupen and Malmedy, 
or within the neutral Moresnet and the Prussian Moresnet. The only 
condition placed upon such negotiation is that the German govern- 
ment does not contest in any way the value of the sovereign rights of 
Belgium as they are recognized by the Treaty of June 28 over the 
territories dealt with in Articles 32, 83 and 34 of that Treaty. 

Please accept, etc, 
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Appendix I to HD-61 
BRITISH DELEGATION 
Paris, August 26, 1919. 
To Secretary General Dutasta, 


It has been promised to the British Parliament that the publication 
of the Peace Treaty with Germany in its final form would be com- 
pleted by that of the other annexed documents so as to constitute a 
complete historical document. However, in order to make certain later 
documents fully intelligible, it would be well to publish at least certain 
parts of the first draft of that treaty. 

It is however difficult to proceed thus in view of the fact that the 
former Supreme Council has decided that the Peace Treaty with Ger- 
many should be published only in its final form. To conquer this 
difficulty it is now proposed to place in a column opposite the corre- 
sponding part of the final text the parts of the first draft [which?] 
were later modified. This proposal has been submitted to the Prime 
Minister and has received his approval. Consequently, I have the 
honor to ask Your Excellency to kindly submit it to the examination 
of the Supreme Council in view of obtaining, if possible, the adhesion 
of the other representatives to the procedure suggested. 

I can add that the German Society of the League of Nations has 
published the primitive text of the Treaty in English, French and 
German, that it seems certain that that publication has met with a 
great success in Germany and in the neutral countries and that a great 
number of copies have been introduced into the Allied countries. It 
is therefore evident that the publication of the excerpts of the primi- 
tive text would reveal nothing which is not already known. 

Please accept, etc. [No signature on file copy] 


Paris Peace Conf. 180.03501/62 HD-62 

Notes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers Held in M. Pichon’s Room at the Quai d’Orsay, Paris, on 
Saturday, September 27, 1919, at 10: 30 a. m. 


PRESENT 
AMERICA, 
UNITED STATES OF BRITISH EMPIRE FRANCE 
Hon. F. L. Polk Sir Eyre Crowe M. Pichon 
Secretary Secretary Secretary 
Mr. L. Harrison Mr. H. Norman M. Dutasta 
Hon. H. Nicolson M. Berthelot 
M. de St. Quentin 
ITALY JAPAN 
M. Scialoja M. Matsui 
Secretary Secretary 
M. Barone Russo M. Kawai 
Joint Secretariat 
AMERICA, UNITED STATES OF..... Mr. C. Russell 
BRITISH: DMPIBG so tj. 0oisewpes ed oe Capt. Hinchley-Cooke 
IDBANCK cre ici sia “tare: shigemale dy she M. Massigli 
ECALY: Fae saree ote te eee .o . M.*Zanechi 


Interpreter—M. Camerlynck 


The following were also present for the items in which they were concerned. 


AmeERIcA, UNITED STATES OF 


Mr. J. B. Scott, 
Mr. E. L. Dresel. 


British EMPirRe 

General Groves, 

General Sykes, 

General Sackville-West, 
Lieutenant-Colonel Kisch, 
Lieutenant-Commander Dunne, 
Mr, Ibbetson-James, 

Mr. Brigstocke. 


FRANCE 
M. Claveille, 
M. Loucheur, 
M. Berenger, 
M. Laroche, 
Commander Levavasseur, 
M. Fromageot, 
Captain Roper. 
ITaLy 
M. Galli, 
Admiral Orsini, 
Lieutenant-Colonel Guidoni, 
Lieutenant-Colonel Piccio. 
M. Ricci-Busatti. 
JAPAN 
M. Nagaoka. 
402 


THE COUNCIL OF HEADS OF DELEGATIONS 403 


1. The Council had before it a note from the French Delegation 

of September 24th (See appendix “A”). 
M. Loucunur said that he wished to make a brief 
ng summary of what had taken place. The Inter-Allied 
Maritime Transport Council had taken decisions in 
regard to the distribution of the German Oil Tank Ships which had, 
in accordance with the Brussels decision, been left temporarily to 
Germany. At a meeting which had taken place in London, it had 
been decided upon request of the American Delegate that the question 
should be referred for a definite decision to the Supreme Economic 
Council. The Council had met at Brussels on the 20th September. 
Unfortunately an incident had occurred which was the cause of the 
present discussion. A telegram sent to Brussels by the American 
Delegation had arrived in a mutilated condition. It was necessary to 
ask for a repetition which had arrived too late. When the Supreme 
Economic Council confirmed the resolution of the A. M. T. E. it be- 
lieved that it was acting in full accord with the views of the American 
Delegation. He wished to call the attention of the Council to the 
following points: (1) The German Oil Tank Ships had been left to 
Germany only temporarily and the Inter-Allied Council at London 
was alone competent to decide as to their allocation. It was not a 
matter for the Committee on the Organization of the Reparations 
Commission. It was a question of a distribution made by virtue of 
the Armistice. The American Delegation held that it had been de- 
cided to leave these ships to Germany to assure the transport of oil. 
There was a disagreement on this point. The Ships had not been left 
indefinitely to Germany and the proof of this lay in the fact that, far 
from protesting against giving up the ships, the German Government 
had given orders for their delivery. (2) That the Standard Oil Com- 
pany claimed that the ships belonged to it because the Company owned 
all the stock of the German Company which owned the ships in ques- 
tion. He wished to say with reference to this point that that was a 
question which could not be dealt with at the moment and was a 
matter for the Reparations Commission. 

Mr. Pox said that he agreed that the question should not be dis- 
cussed at present. 

M. Lovcueor said that his next point was: (3) That the ships ought 
not to lie idle. There was a shortage of tonnage from which all the 
world, including Germany, suffered. There was no doubt but that 
Germany needed oil and it was necessary to furnish it. The Standard 
Oil Company was prepared to furnish credit to Germany for oil and 
asked that the ships in question be placed at its disposal for the purpose 
of effecting the delivery. He wished to suggest, as his own opinion, 
the following: 
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The German ships in question would be turned over to the Powers 
in accordance with the decision of the A.M. T. E. They should imme- 
diately undertake a voyage to transport oil furnished by the Standard 
Oil Company to Germany with the understanding that the Standard 
Oil Company should open a credit of sufficient length of time to make 
it unnecessary to ask Germany at an early date to use part of its gold 
supply to pay for the oil. 

Mr. Poxx said that he would like to ask whether the decision taken 
in London provided for a definite or only temporary allocation of 
these ships. 

M. Loucueur replied that it was only a question of temporary allo- 
cation. 

M. Henry Berencer said that the distribution had been made in 
the following manner and that with the exception of the American 
Delegate there had been a unanimous opinion, The percentage of 
losses during the war had been taken into consideration and on this 
basis France had received 50 percent of the tonnage (30,000 tons dead 
weight and 23,000 tons gross weight), Italy 10,000 tons and Belgium 
12,000 tons. It had been decided that Great Britain should receive 
three-quarters of the remainder, and America one-quarter. The rea- 
sons for this decision were as follows. Of the 47 German Oil Tank 
Ships existing at the outbreak of the war, 17 had taken refuge in 
American ports; 5 had been destroyed; 14 were discovered at Ham- 
burg and 7 had not been found... The Shipping Board had opened an 
investigation to ascertain where these ships were. They were the ships 
which were to be divided between Great Britain and the United States 
and their value was considerable. The distribution had been made 
in accordance with the terms of the Armistice and were effective until 
the moment when, after the Treaty of Peace became effective, the 
Reparations Commission should take definite steps as to the final divi- 
sion of the ships in question. Of the 14 ships found at Hamburg, only 
11 were available. Of these 7 belonged to the Deutsch-Amerikanische 
Petroleum Gesellschaft, two to. the Deutsche Erdoel Gesellschaft, and 
two to Messrs. Albrecht. 

Mr. Potx asked whether the 11 ships would be used for a voyage to 
Germany. 

M. Loucneur replied that they would, and that, if the question of 
making a second voyage should arise, it would be necessary for the 
Supreme Council to re-examine the question. 

M. Henry Brerencer said that M. Loucheur’s proposal was in con- 
formity with the resolution taken by the A. M. T. E. He wished to 
make certain points clear, and to ask whether it was the Standard 
Oil Company alone which should furnish Germany with the oil which 
was needed. There were other American Companies. He asked 
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whether a contract existed and whether part of the price had already 
been paid. Mr. Polk had said so a few days before and the Vew York 
Herald had published his statement. He also wished to ask whether 
the Standard Oil Company was prepared to make a long term credit. 
The representatives of that company, who had called upon him on the 
preceding day, had made no definite statement on that subject. 

M. Loucueor said that he wished to point out that Germany could 
not dispose of her funds without the authorization of the Financial 
Commission. It was proposed to notify Germany that she should 
make contracts with whatever American company she wished to and 
it was the duty of the Financial Commission to examine the conditions 
of payment. It was there that the question of a long term credit 
would be passed upon. 

Mr. Potx said that he was certain that no money had passed but he 
would ask for complete information and would be glad to furnish such 
information to the Council. He wished to ask under what conditions 
the ships would be navigated and by what crews they would be 
manned, 

M. Lovucueor replied that the ships would fly the flag of the nation 
to which they had been allocated temporarily and also the Inter- 
Allied flag. 

M. Henry Berencer said that, so far as the officers and crews of these 
ships were concerned, it had been decided, and Germany had made no 
objections, that they should be manned by officers and crews of the 
Allied nations in question. 

Mr. Potk said that, if he understood correctly, there was no ques- 
tion of the ships being allocated to the United States. The sugges- 
tion had been made that the United States guarantee their return. 
He was willing, if the Naval Armistice Commission desired it, to 
give an assurance on this subject. It was understood that the Stand- 
ard Oil Company could not keep these ships which they claimed as 
their property. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that he considered it important that the 
Armistice Commission should be notified without delay and that a 
telegram should be transmitted to them on that day. 

It was decided: 

(1) that the provisional exemption of tankers granted at Brussels 
on the 14th March, 1919, should be cancelled. This cancellation 
shoul Pea nent prejudice to any previous action taken by the 

(2) that the vessels should be delivered for temporary manage- 
ment to the Allied and Associated Governments according to the 
decision decided on by the A. M. T. E. on the 17th September, 1919, 
under the usual armistice terms which should in no way prejudice the 
final decision to be made by the Reparations Commission provided 
for by the Treaty of Versailles; 
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(3) that, should the German Government so desire, the said ships 
should be employed under the above terms for one voyage for the 
conveyance of oil to Germany; should a second voyage be asked for 
by the German Government, the matter would be again referred to 
the Supreme Council; i 

(4) that in consequence the said vessels should be sent forthwith 
to the Firth of Forth in compliance with the instructions of the 


Ac NAME: 


The Council also took note of Mr. Polk’s declaration to the effect 
that he was prepared 


(1) to give assurance that no payment had as yet been made by 
Germany for the delivery of the oil in question and 

(2) to furnish to the Naval Armistice Commission, if they should 
desire it, an assurance that the vessels in question would not be re- 
tained by the United States. 


9. The Council had before it a note from the French Delegation of 
the 26th of September (see Appendix “B”). 
Aeakedeaiewtees M. Larocus read and explained the note presented 
German Ships To by the French Delegation. The proposals contained 
Turkish Ports in this note were adopted. 


It was decided: 


(1) that the German ships authorized by the Permanent Allied 
Naval Armistice Commission to proceed in Turkish waters and in 
the Black Sea could not make any movements other than those for 
which provision would be made in the laissez-passer: 

(2) that upon approaching Turkish waters and in the Black Sea 
each of these ships should carry at least one representative of the 
Allied and Associated Powers; 

(3) that they should in addition fly the Inter-Allied, blue, white 
and. blue, flag; 


It was also decided: 


that this resolution should be communicated for action to the 
Permanent Allied Armistice Commission at London. 


3. Mr. Pox brought to the attention of the Council the résumé of 
certain conversations which had taken place at Versailles between an 
American Representative and Baron von Lersner (see 

Communication to A npendix “C”). He wished to add that Baron von 


the German 


Goverment | 0 Lersner desired to emphasize the point that the Allied 
Evacuation of the and Associated Governments should make a distine- 

tion between the German Government and the Ger- 
man people. They should make the threat to the German people in 
such a form as to make them understand the harm which their Gov- 
ernment was doing in supporting the military party. Baron von 


Lersner said that the movement in the Baltic Provinces was clearly 
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reactionary in character. He (Mr. Polk) desired to make it clear 
that the American Delegation did not agree with what Baron von 
Lersner had said. He (Mr. Polk) felt strongly that it was entirely 
possible for the German Government to stop rationing the army of 
General von der Goltz by closing the East Prussian frontier. 

M. Berruetor said that there was serious grounds for doubting the 
good faith of the German Government in this matter. 

M. Picuon said that on that very morning the newspapers had pub- 
lished a telegram from Berlin which contained a report from the 
German Conservative Press in regard to an exchange of letters be- 
tween the British General Burt and General von der Goltz. General 
von der Goltz had used most insolent language to General Burt. He 
had threatened to break all relations with him and to expel British 
subjects from the territories under German occupation. He expressed 
the hope that the German Government would reply to the “injurious 
pretentions” which the Entente Mission thought themselves able to 
address to a German General in a foreign country, in a befitting 
manner. 

Sm Eyre Crowe said that this letter only strengthened the opinion 
of his Government that it was necessary to take action as quickly as 
possible. 

M. Fromacror read the draft note to the German Delegation pre- 
pared by the Drafting Committee in accordance with the resolution ? 
taken by the Council on the 25th of September (see Appendix “D”). 
He said that in the first paragraph on the 2nd page the Drafting Com- 
mittee had substituted the words, “all troops” for the words, “these 
troops”, which appeared in the draft previously prepared by the Brit- 
ish Delegation.2 The Committee had desired in this manner to refer 
to all German troops, no matter under what authority they were. 
They desired also to omit the last sentence of the third paragraph on 
the 2nd page, which actually dealt with a matter of interior arrange- 
ment. It was hardly necessary to notify the Germans of the in- 
structions given to the Supreme Economic Council. 

Mr. Porx'said that America was not represented on the Supreme 
Economic Council and for this reason he wished to ask if the German 
demands in question were pending before the Committee on the 
Organization of the Reparations Commission. 

M. Fromacsror said that if there was any question the words 
“Supreme Economic Council” could be removed wherever they 
appeared. 


*HD-60, minute 7, p. 342. 
? Appendix F to HD-60, p. 364. 
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Sir Eyre Crows said that it had been decided to act immediately. 
The use of the future tense as in the words, “they will be forced”, tended 
to weaken the weight of the action. 

M. Fromacror said that the Committee had had a scruple upon the 
subject. They remembered that the Allied and Associated Powers 
had promised Germany in J uly that the blockade would be raised 
after Germany had ratified the Treaty. The Committee had wished 
to use an expression which would show that they were not unmindful 
of the former engagement which had been taken and that they took 
recourse to these measures only because Germany had failed to live 
up to her obligations. It would be simpler to say, “they will take into 
consideration”, at the end of the paragraph; they would suppress 
the words “Supreme Economic Council” wherever they occurred. 

Grr Eyre Crowe said that the Council had just decided to furnish 
oil if the supply of foodstuffs under discussion was to be stopped. It 
should be understood that. the Supreme Council were in a position, if 
they considered it advisable, to cancel the decision which they had just 
taken. 

M. Prcuon said that the Council were in agreement on this point, 
but that he did not consider it advisable to notify the Armistice 
Commission of this reservation. 

M. Fromacror said that in case the Council decided to hold up 
the repatriation of the German prisoners of war, the Committee had 
prepared a formula which could be inserted before the last paragraph 
on page two and which stated that the repatriation of German 
prisoners of war would be stopped from that day. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that he thought this formula was too defi- 
nite. In spite of his repeated telegrams, he had so far not received 
instructions from his Government. When the subject had been pre- 
viously discussed, the Council had spoken of a total or partial sus- 
pension of repatriation. 

M. Prcuon said that he thought it would be better to make no 
mention of prisoners of war. 

M. Berrneror said that it was an efficacious means of pressure, 
even though it was somewhat objectionable. 

Mr. Poix said that he thought it would be advisable to make some 
intimation on the subject through the Press. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that at the meeting at which Mr. Lloyd 
George had been present, it had been decided to send the ultimatum 
through the intermediary of Marshal Foch.’ Later they had thought 
of addressing the German Delegation. Now they had returned to 


; HD-54, minute 1, p. 218. 
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the formula of the ultimatum. He thought it would produce a 
stronger effect if it was communicated to the German Government 
through the intermediary of Marshal Foch. From a technical point 
of view, he wished to say that all questions concerning the Armistice 
had been taken up with the German Government through the inter- 
mediary of Marshal Foch and in this particular case the question was 
one relating to the terms of the Armistice. 

M. Fromaceror said that the note of September 23rd [3rd?] had 
been addressed to Marshal Foch. 

Mr. Poxx said that he had no objections to this procedure. 

Sir Eyre Crows said that he suggested the advisability of making 
the note public. 

M. Picnon said that the Press could be informed of the note on 
that day, and the terms could be published on the following Monday. 

It was decided : 


(1) to accept the draft note to the German Government respecting 
the evacuation of the Baltic Provinces prepared by the Drafting 
Committee with the modifications in text approved by the Council 
(see Appendix “E”), 

(2) to transmit this note to the German Government through the 
aHU BAC LTET of the Marshal, Commander in Chief of the Allied 

rmies; 

(3) to notify the press of the transmission of this note and to make 
public the text on the 29th of September. 


It was also decided: 


that the Council, in conformity with the spirit of this note, should 
reserve the right to stop, if they should consider it advisable, the 
cargoes of oil, the delivery of which to Germany had been authorized 
by the Council. 


4, M. Fromaceror read and explained a note of the 18th of September 

addressed by the Drafting Committee to the Supreme Council on the 

subject of the Air Convention which had been adopted 

the Draftin < ae eae te es - meeting of September 
Air Convention ; ? 

The Proposals of the Committee were adopted ex- 
cept in regard to Article 18 respecting which the following discussion 
took place: 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that the Article raised very delicate questions. 
If the Article were entirely suppressed the result might be that aircraft 
might, upon landing in a foreign country, be prevented from flying 
for an indefinite period, on the ground that some breach of patent had 
taken place. He wished to have it stated definitely that in a case of 
this kind the aircraft would not be detained. 


*HD-51, minute 1, p. 178. 
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M. Fromacxor said that the same question had arisen in the Auto- 
mobile Convention and at that time it was considered advisable to omit 
the Article. In point of fact there was no danger that aircraft would 
be detained for months. It would be sufficient to avoid detention to 
deposit a bond. It was possible to maintain the article under discus- 
sion, but there was no doubt that certain of the Powers would make 
reservations. 

Caprarn Roper said that the French Delegation had made a reserva- 
tion in respect of this Article for the purpose of protecting industrial 
property. They could not agree that a foreigner knowingly commit- 
ting a breach of patent should land in France and leave without being 
disturbed. The detention of the aircraft in question appeared to be the 
only method of dealing with the situation, but in view of the fact that 
the Legal Advisers of the Conference were of the opinion that indus- 
trial property would be equally well protected if after their detention 
the deposit of a bond were called for, the French Delegation would 
withdraw their reservation against Article 18 upon condition that the 
last sentence, concerning suits to be brought in the country of origin 
against the aircraft, be eliminated. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that he was willing to accept the suppression 
of such a statement. He suggested that the Article be referred to the 
Drafting Committee which should endeavor to modify it, so that the 
right of detention or seizure should be limited by the right to set the 
aircraft free upon the deposit of a bond. 

M. Prcuon said that he would agree to this. 

M. Marsur said that he was obliged to make a reservation. His 
Government was not yet in possession of the text of the Convention. 
A period of six months had been allowed in which each Power might 
say whether or not it agree. 

Mr. Poux said that the United States had also made a reservation 
and understood that they would be given a period of six months in 
which to communicate their reply. 

It was decided: 


(1) that the Drafting Committee should be called upon to modify 
the text of Article 18 of the Convention Relative to Air Navigation 
in such a manner as to make it possible for aircraft to avoid detention 
for violation of patent by depositing a security. 

(2) to accept, with reference to Articles 15, 22, 24, 84, and 36 the 
proposals of the Drafting Committee. (See Appendix “F”.) 


5. M. Berruenor said that he was directed by M. Clemenceau to 
say that he considered it inadvisable to publish portions of the Con- 


dition P i i shri 
40.400) 4 tions of Peace in their original text. He was not 


Documents opposed to the publication of all of the text and of 
Treaty of Peace the notes which had been exchanged in the premises 


With Germany , 
with the German Government. 
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Str Eyre Crowe said he agreed in principle, but the publication 
of the whole of the text might be somewhat expensive. He would 
refer the matter to his Government. 

(The question was adjourned) 

6. Sir Eyre Crowe read and commented upon a note from the 
British delegation, dated September 24th, proposing that an article 
nib pelt be inserted in the Treaty of Peace with Hungary 
nsertion in the * ° . : : 
Treaty With identical with Article 310 of the Treaty of Peace with 

ungary of an . : . : : 
Article Identical Austria. This article provided for an understanding 
of the Treaty with the parties interested to enable a state to use 

sources of electric and hydraulic energy, which, by 
reason of the formation of new frontiers, were situated in the territory 
of another state. (See Annex “G”.) 

(The British proposal was accepted.) 

(It was decided: 

to request the Drafting Committee to insert an article in the Treaty 
of Peace with Hungary identical with Article 310 of the Treaty of 
Peace with Austria.) 


7. (The Council had before it a memorandum from Mr. Hoover 
asking that a Committee be formed to make arrangements for and 
undertake the repatriation of the German, Austrian 


Creation of a 1 i 1 1 i < 

Commission To and f Mn gar AD prisoners in Siberia (See An 
tudy the 

Repatriation of nex “H iB) ‘ a. , 

Soret seareR M. Berrueror said that the Council would, without 

Prisoners in 1 : “ ° 3 

Sthe tae question, be unanimous in approving Mr. Hoover’s 


proposal. It was a question of humanity, but he felt 
that it should be understood that, before repatriating the Germans and 
others, it would be necessary to repatriate the fifty thousand Czecho- 
Slovak troops who were at present in Siberia. 

Mr. Potx said he agreed with M. Berthelot. There were a number 
of difficult questions in connection with the repatriation of these pris- 
oners, just as there were in the case of the Czecho-Slovak troops, but 
as the question of the repatriation of the latter was being considered 
at the present time, it would be possible to study at the same time the 
questions relating to the Germans and Austrians. 

Sm Eyre Crows said that he felt some doubt as to whether the 
nomination of a Commission would bring about practical results. 

M. Picnon thought that there might be favorable results and that 
they would lead to a means of repatriating the Czecho-Slovak troops. 

(It was decided: 

that a Commission composed of one American, British, French, 
Italian and Japanese officer should be created to deal with the repatri- 
ation of German, Austrian and Hungarian prisoners in Siberia. 
510124—46—VOL. VIII 27 
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It was also decided: 

that the repatriation of the Czecho-Slovak troops in Siberia should 
be effected before that of the German, Austrian and Hungarian 
prisoners. ) 


8. (The signature then took place of the decision 


Signature of the previously taken by the Council for the organization of 


by the Principal plebiscite in the Duchy of Teschen and in the dis- 


Associated Powers tricts of Spisz and Orava.* 

for the Organiza- ate ‘ ‘ 

i pala cries The decision was signed by Mr. Polk, Sir Eyre 
Crowe, M. Pichon, M. Scialoja and M. Matsui.) 


(The meeting then adjourned) 
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Translation 
[FRENCH DELEGATION ] 


SepremBer 24, 1919. 
Note on the German Tank Vessels 
ORIGIN OF THE QUESTION 


The Brussels Protocol concerning merchant tonnage® is only the 
result of several interviews, notably those of Treves of January 15-17 
and of Spa of March 4. 

The surrender of the German merchant fleet was stipulated by 
Article VIII of the Convention renewing the Armistice signed at 
Treves on January 16.° This article provided, to settle the details 
of execution, the conclusion of a civil agreement, which was signed in 
the same place on January 17.7 

The Germans not having fulfilled their obligations, a meeting of 
experts was held at Spa. Admiral Hope, Chief of the Allied Delega- 
tion, submitted a note with two memoranda annexed, one relative to 
finances and the other dealing with tonnage. This latter memoran- 
dum defines the nature of the exemptions accorded and confirms clearly 
their revocability. 

The Germans, without raising objections to the terms of the memo- 
randum, declared that they could not deliver their vessels without 
obtaining precise guarantees of food. 

Therefore the whole question of food supply, tonnage and finance 
was treated again at Brussels on March 13 and 14, 1919. 


®HD-58, minute 2, p, 300. 

®°Martens, Nouveau recueil général de traités, 3 sér., tome x1, p. 232. 
Vol. 11, p. 11. 

1 Martens, Nouveau recueil général de traités, 3 sér., tome XI, p. 214. 
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The exemptions accorded, whose provisional character is empha- 
sized in every particular case, form the subject of the first paragraph 
of Annex V/a (tonnage) of the Brussels Protocol. 

Concerning the tank vessels the drafting is perfectly clear; it is in 
fact stipulated that “for the moment, the Associated Governments 
would not insist on the delivery of the tank-steamers”. 

Other exemptions granted at that time have since been revoked, for 
example those covered in paragraph 8 of § 1 of said Annex V/a. 


Pornt or Law 


A. Status of the vessels. 

Consequently the tank-steamers in question, included in the German 
fleet that is to be handed over to the Allies, remain still at their dis- 
posal. 

In March the Allies agreed not to insist on the immediate delivery 
solely because of the abundance of tank tonnage at that time available 
(on this subject see the English and German stenographic reports of 
the discussions). 

The Allies are therefore perfectly justified, in law, in demanding 
the delivery of these steamers, and the Germans moreover can not 
refuse them (see on this subject the telegrams exchanged between the 
Coventry and the Admiralty). 


B. Competence. 

On February 4, the Allied Council of Maritime Transports asked 
the Supreme Council to sanction the creation of an organism charged 
with dealing with all questions relative to enemy vessels. 

The Supreme Council referred this letter for decision to the Su- 
preme Economic Council, which in the meantime had been constituted, 
to decide among other questions those brought up by the application 
of the armistice (other than strictly naval, military or political 
questions). 

It is under these conditions that the Supreme Economic Council 
decided the question in its session of February 25, 1919 (paragraph 
17 of the minutes). 

Since that time numerous questions brought up—not only on the 
subject of the assignment or reassignment of the enemy vessels, but 
also on the extension of the restriction of exemptions granted—were 
always decided without reference by the Supreme Economic Council 
(notably the exemption of the vessels between 1600 and 2500 tons and 
the withdrawal of the exemption of food for the German army in 
Curland). 

There is so little question about this that in the note that the Ameri- 
can Delegate addressed to the Allied Executive of Maritime Trans- 
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ports on September 17, this Delegate asks that the question be decided 
by the Supreme Economic Council. 

The Supreme Economic Council and the A. M. T. E. have there- 
fore received explicit powers from the Allied and Associated Govern- 
ments for all enemy vessels, whatever their status. 


Pornt or Facr 


The inclosed note of the Allied Executive of Maritime Transports 
sums up this point perfectly, and the French Delegation has accepted 
it completely. 

On receipt of this note, the Supreme Economic Council took the 
decision which is entered as follows in the minutes of the meeting of 
September 20th: 


315 [316 |—DELIVERY OF GERMAN TANK STEAMERS TO THE ALLIES 


The President of the Transport Executive states the question and 
asks the Council to ratify the proposals contained in the note of the 
Transport Executive (document 291). 

He calls especial attention to the note of the American Delegate - 
(annex B) in this document, requesting that the Supreme Economic 
Council be asked to decide on the revocation of the provisional exemp- 
tion in regard to these vessels granted by the Brussels Agreement. 

The Council, by virtue of the powers vested in it by the Supreme 
Council at the time of the Brussels Agreement, decides to approve the 
proposal of the Transport Executive, as follows: 


1. That the provisional exemption of the German tank steam- 
ers granted at Brussels shall be revoked. This revocation shall 
go into force without affecting any measure previously taken by 
the permanent Naval Armistice Commission. 

2. That the vessels shall be delivered to the management of the 
Allied and Associated Governments under the ordinary Armistice 
conditions, 

3. That if the German Government desires, the vessels shall be 
employed, at least for one voyage, in carrying petroleum destined 
for Germany. 


It is recalled that the American Delegate of the Transport 
Executive declared that if the Supreme Economic Council approves 
of the revocation of the exemption, no objection would be raised by 
his Government to these resolutions. 

The French Delegation declares that it will insist to the French 
Ministry of the Navy that the Vesta be sent to Italy.” 


The present situation is therefore as follows: 


1. The Supreme Economic Council, ratifying the proposition of 
the A. M. T. E., presented in agreement with the Permanent Naval 


“Does not accompany the appendix. 
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Armistice Commission (P. A. N. A. C.), has decided that the vessels 
in question could not in any case be authorized to fly the German flag. 
2. These organizations agree with the Germans that the vessels in 
question be delivered to the Allies and fly the Interallied flag, under the 
general conditions fixed for the German boats delivered to the Asso- 
ciated Powers after the Armistice (see telegrams P. A. N. A. C.). 
3. The Supreme Economic Council, ratifying the proposals pre- 
sented by the A. M. T. E. at the request of the Committee of Organi- 
zation of the Reparations Commission (itself acting at the insti- 
gation of the American Delegate), has decided that if the German 


Government so desires, these vessels shall be assigned to carrying 
petroleum bought by Germany. 


The interests of the German supply are thus safeguarded in the 
method favored by the American Government for the food supply. 

In fact the transport of petroleum is assured under the same con- 
ditions as that of the American supplies, and, since the furnishing 
depends only on the transport, Germany’s supply of mineral oils is 
assured. 

In point of law there can be no connection between the delivery of 
petroleum to be made by American private interests and the execution 
of Armistice Clauses. 
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Translation 
FRENCH DELEGATION 


SEPTEMBER 26, 1919. 
Note 


GERMAN VESSELS EN Route To TuRKEY 


On September 5, a German boat, the Diana is signaled en route 
from Pireus to Constantinople. 

The French and British High Commissionaries called the atten- 
tion to the fact that the arrival of a German boat in Turkish waters 
would produce the worst impression. Besides, it would be contrary 
to the terms of article 23, of the Armistice Convention with Turkey, 
thus conceived: “Twenty three: obligation on the part of Turkey to 
cease all relations with the central Powers”. 

The High Commissionaries give orders to the Allied forces to pre- 
vent the German vessels from passing through the Dardanelles. 

On September 8, the French Government approves the instructions 
given by its High Commissionary and invites its representatives in 
London and Rome to see that the interdiction ordered by the High 
Commissionaries be maintained. 
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On September 15, the French High Commissioner announces that 
a German, arrived with a permit from the Interallied Commission of 
Repatriation of War Prisoners in Berlin, announces the near arrival 
of seven German ships for the repatriation of German prisoners in the 
Near East and the Black Sea, with a cargo destined for Bulgaria and 
authorized to take some freight on their return trip. 

The French Embassy in London to which this information is com- 
municated notified that indeed: 

Taking into account the resumption of normal economic relations 
with Germany, the Interallied Naval Commission of Armistice has 
authorized seven ships to go to the Near East and the Black Sea. 
Three of those vessels have cargoes for Rumania and Czecho-Slovakia, 
the other four are intended for the transportation of German prison- 
ers. They have all already left the German ports. 

By reason of the general shortage of tonnage, it would be hard to 
make them turn back: an important tonnage would be lost for several 
weeks. Moreover, they are carrying cargo destined for Rumania and 
Czecho-Slovakia. 

On the other hand the inconveniences which have given rise to the 
instructions given by the High Commissionaries in Constantinople 
would become still more serious on account of the fact that the Germans 
have spread the news that, in spite of these instructions, their flag 
would soon reappear in Turkish waters. 

Under these conditions, it is proposed that orders be given so that: 


1.— these vessels be allowed to make no other operations within Turk- 
ish waters and the Black Sea except those for which they have a 
permit. 

9.—that on their approach of Turkish waters and the Black Sea, 
each vessel should receive on board a representative of the Allied and 
Associated Powers. 
fs 3.—that they fly on their stern the Interallied flag, blue, white and 

ue. 
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[Résumé of Certain Conversations Between an American Representa- 
tive and Baron von Lersner | 


GERMAN PEACE DELEGATION 
VERSAILLES, September 26, 1919. 
The German Government has for weeks been taking the greatest 
pains to withdraw the insubordinate troops from the Baltic provinces 
and Lithuania. The troops, in case of their continuing to disobey 
orders, have been threatened with the stoppage of food supplies, pay 
and all canteen service. General von der Goltz had summoned to this 
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effect the leaders of all detachments to his headquarters. General von 
der Goltz has in point of fact followed all the instructions of the Gov- 
ernment. He is now recalled, because he failed to carry through the 
orders of the Government. It must be admitted that in military 
quarters they fear that his successor will have still greater difficulty to 
succeed in obtaining the necessary authority against the insubordinate 
troops. The troops in the Baltic Provinces are partly demoralized. 

In order that the Allied and Associated Governments may form a 
correct idea of the situation in the Baltic Provinces, and in order to 
further the prompt evacuation of the Baltic Provinces as desired by 
the German Government themselves, the latter agree that a mixed 
German Interallied Commission should proceed to the Baltic 
Provinces. 

The German Government deem it desirable that this Commission 
should travel via Berlin and should ascertain by direct negotiations 
with the German Government that Germany is willing to further the 
evacuation of the Baltic Provinces in every way. 

In order to hasten the evacuation the German Government have 
proceeded to execute the decision taken in the former Cabinet Council 
to stop the pay of the troops, and have given orders that all troops, 
who refuse to obey the command to return, are to receive no more pay. 
Orders have been likewise given that all refractory troops shall lose 
their claims to maintenance or pension. The Minister for Public 
Defense has, already a few days ago, despatched a special officer to 
Courland, who sends daily reports on the situation there and receives 
orders from Berlin. 

It is of great consequence to the German Government that Inter- 
allied representatives should cooperate in the German-Interallied 
Commission, also on account of the fact that German Nationals estab- 
lished in the Baltic Provinces [wish?] to flee from the country to- 
gether with the retreat of the German troops. They do not wish to 
experience another summer there under Bolsheviki rule. It is a case 
of 170,000 people, whose lives and property have to be protected. 
Germany is in no way in the position to procure, within the Empire, 
dwellings and food for these German subjects, established up to the 
present in the Baltic Provinces. After the retreat of the German 
troops they would have to be placed under the protection of the 
Entente. 

Up to the present time adventurers from all parts of the Empire 
have been trying, contrary to the wishes of the German Government, 
to join the troops in the Baltic Provinces. Sharp admonitions have 
been issued against these tendencies. The frontier has been closed; 
soldiers, who, nevertheless, endeavour to pass the frontiers are fired 
upon. AJl supplies of ammunition to the Baltic troops have been 
strictly prohibited for weeks past. 
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The government have for the present deemed it preferable not to 
publish in the German press, as has been proposed, the menace of 
American reprisals, in order that no panic should arise from the 
impending occupation of further German districts. However, orders 
have been given to acquaint the troops of the Baltic Provinces at once 
with the threatened reprisals, in order that they may see the extent 
of the danger in case that they should not return. 

It is absolutely erroneous that a great. proportion of the German 
people by open or clandestine means are supporting the troops in 
their insubordination. On the contrary the opinion prevails in Ger- 
many that the troops can in no case hold out any longer in the Baltic 
Provinces. Even the. leading Conservative paper KAreuz-zeitung 
wrote last Wednesday that it is wise and necessary to put a stop to the 
existing state of affairs in the Baltic Provinces, and drew the attention 
to the necessity of good German relations with the Lettish and 
Lithuanian people, as well as with their newly arising states. 

A further question to be discussed with the Interallied Commission 
is the following: 

What is to become of the Russian detachments which remain in the 
Baltic Provinces, standing partly between the German troops. 
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[Translation *] 


Draft of a Note to the German Delegation on the Subject of the 
Evacuation of the Baltic Provinces 


(Proposal of the Drafting Committee) 


According to the terms of article XII of the armistice of Novem- 
ber 11, 1918, Germany subscribed to the following engagement: 


“All German troops at present in any territory which before the war 
belonged to Austria-Hungary, Rumania, or Turkey shall withdraw 
within the frontiers of Germany as they existed on August 1, 1914; 

All German troops at present in territories which before the war 
formed part of Russia must likewise return to within the frontiers of 
Germany as above defined as soon as the Allies shall think the moment 
suitable, having regard to the internal situation of these territories.” 


Under date of August 27, the Marshal of France, Commander in 
Chief of the Allied and Associated Armies, made known that the time 
had come for Germany to evacuate the said territories and summoned 
the German Government to proceed thereto immediately. 


“Translation from the French supplied by the editors. 
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By its note of September 3, the German Government endeavored 
to evade the engagement above referred to, by alleging pretexts which 
the Allied and Associated Powers are unable to consider. 

The Allied and Associated Governments refuse particularly to ad- 
mit that the German Government can, in order to avoid the responsi- 
bility incumbent upon it, shield itself behind the alleged inability to 
enforce obedience of its orders by the troops in the Baltic regions. 

They therefore request the German Government to proceed with- 
out delay to the evacuation of all German troops, staffs and services 
included, now in the Baltic provinces. The German Government will 
immediately take the necessary steps to withdraw within the afore- 
said boundaries all German officers and soldiers who have enlisted 
since demobilization in Russian corps organized in the said Baltic 
provinces and will withhold authorization for and strictly forbid 
enlistment in said corps. 

The evacuation must be started immediately and must continue 
without interruption. 

The Allied and Associated Governments hereby notify that until 
they are satisfied that their demand is being effectively executed they 
will not entertain any of the applications submitted to the Supreme 
Economic Council by the German Government for the supply of food- 
stuffs and raw materials. They have, consequently, given instructions 
to the Supreme Economic Council not to proceed with the examina- 
tion of any of these applications. 

Furthermore, the Allied and Associated Governments will refuse all 
financial facilities which the German Government is enjoying at the 
present time or which it is seeking from the Allied and Associated 
Governments or their nationals. 

In the event of noncompliance on the part of the German Govern- 
ment, the Allied and Associated Powers will take such measures as 
they shall judge necessary to enforce the aforesaid terms of the 
armistice. 
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Note to the German Government From the Allied and Associated 
Governments 
SEPTEMBER 27, 1919. 
According to the terms of Article XII of the Armistice of Novem- 
ber 11, 1918, Germany subscribed to the following engagement: 


All German troops at pressue in any territory which before the 
war belonged to Austria Hungary, Rumania, or Turkey shall with- 
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draw within the frontiers of Germany as they existed on August 1, 
1914, and all German troops at present in territories which before the 
war formed part of Russia must likewise return to within the frontiers 
of Germany as above defined as soon as the Allies shall think the 
moment suitable, having regard to the internal situation of these 
territories. 


Under date of August 27, the Marshal of France, Commander-in- 
Chief of the Allied and Associated Armies, made known that the time 
had come for Germany to evacuate the said territories and summoned 
the German Government to proceed thereto immediately. 

By its note of September 3, the German Government endeavored 
to evade the engagement above referred to, by alleging pretexts which 
the Allied and Associated Powers are unable to consider. 

The Allied and Associated Governments refuse particularly to ad- 
mit that the German Government can, in order to avoid the responsi- 
bility incumbent upon it, shield itself behind the alleged inability to 
enforce obedience of its orders by the troops in the Baltic regions. 

They therefore request the German Government to proceed with- 
out delay to the evacuation of all German troops, staffs and services 
included, now in the Baltic provinces. The German Govern- 
ment will immediately take the necessary steps to withdraw with- 
in the aforesaid boundaries all German officers and soldiers, who 
have enlisted since demobilization, in Russian corps organized in the 
said Baltic provinces and will withhold authorization for and 
strictly forbid enlistment in the said corps. 

The evacuation must be started immediately and must continue 
without interruption. 

The Allied and Associated Governments hereby notify that until 
they are satisfied that their demand is being effectively executed 
they will not entertain any of the applications put forward by the 
German Government for the supply of foodstuffs and raw materials. 
They have consequently given instructions not to proceed. with the 
examination of any of these applications. 

Furthermore the Allied and Associated Governments will refuse 
all financial facilities which the German Government is enjoying at 
the present time or which it is seeking from the Allied and ‘Associated 
Governments or their nationals. ; 

In the event of non-compliance on the part of the German Gov- 
ernment, the Allied and Associated Powers will take such measures 


as they shall judge necessary to enforce the aforesaid terms of the 
Armistice. 
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Appendix F to HD-62 
Translation 
Note to the Supreme Council 


Paris, September 18, 1919. 


The Drafting Committee has finished drawing up, in view of its 
signature, the Convention on Aerial Navigation, adopted by the 
Supreme Council in its Session of September 10.” 

On that subject, the Drafting Committee has the honor to call the 
attention of the Supreme Council to the reservations made by several 
Delegations which are in disaccord relative to the following articles: 


1) Article 18—That article solves certain questions of International 
Law in matters of industrial ownership (exemption of seizure in 
case of counterfeit, attribution of judicial jurisdiction). 

Nothing seems to prevent the signatory powers from making reser- 
vations on that article. The pure and simple suppression of that 
article can be conceived. The silence of the convention as regard 
automobiles creates a precedent. 

2) Article 22—Alineas 1, 2, and 5, (Right of Police for the States 
over their atmosphere) are the result of the principle of sovereignty 
established by article 1. Their maintenance is therefore not neces- 
sary. 

‘the Drafting Committee considers that it is not necessary to solve 
those general questions, apropros of a technical regulation of aerial 
navigation which makes the subject of the present Convention. 

Later agreements can regulate these questions of a purely judicial 
nature, if need be. 

3) Article 34—(International Commission on Aerial Navigation). 

Cuba protests against the mode of the Constitution of that Com- 
mission. 

The Drafting Committee considers that this provision adopted by 
the Commission is the basis of the Convention, which each state is 
free to sign or not—and that reservations on that score are prac- 
tically equal to a refusal to sign. 

4)—The United States have made reservations on articles 15, 24 
and 36; the objections refer to questions of an internal nature and of 


customs. 


But a time limit of six months has been provided for the signing 
of the Convention, precisely to settle these difficulties. 

Under these conditions, the Drafting Committee has the honor to 
propose to the Supreme Council: 

1.— Article 18. Either suppress that article, or accept the reserva- 
tions which the signatory powers wish to add to their signature. 


9.—Article 22. Suppress that article. 
3.—Article 34. Take no account of the Cuban protest. 


* AD-51, minute 1, p. 173. 
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4—Articles 15, 24 and 35. Make no objection to the provisional 
reservations made by the United States. 


For the Drafting Committee, 
Henri FrRomacror 


Appendix G to HD-62 


Translation 
Paris, September 24, 1919. 
From: The British Delegation. 
To: M. Dutasta. 

The remarks formulated by the Austrian Delegation regarding 
the water and the electric light installations in the city of Klagen- 
furt resulted in, as is known to Your Excellency, the addition of a 
new article (No. 310) in the Peace Treaty with Austria at the last 
moment. 

This article is drawn up in general terms in such a way as to be 
applicable to all similar cases and might be advantageously inserted 
in the Peace Treaty with Hungary. 

However, the drafting committee does not feel authorized to 
adopt this line of action without the approbation of the Supreme 
Council and, consequently, I have the honor to suggest that this 
matter be submitted to an examination by the Council in the course 
of an early meeting. 

Accept, ete. (signature) 


Appendix H to HD-62 
[Note From the Director General of Relief (Hoover) 
REPATRIATION OF PRISONERS OF Wak From SIpertA AND ELSEWHERE 


It appears that there are some 200,000 German-Austrian and Hun- 
garian prisoners in Siberia, and that these prisoners are suffering 
greatly and are a constant menace to the Siberian Government. 
There are also certain Polish prisoners and civilians now scattered 
all over the world who will require more systematic assistance at 
repatriation, but there is an entire deficiency of funds with which to 
pay the incidental expenses. There are probably also other odd lots 
of expatriates of various nationals as the result of the war, who need 
systematic repatriation. It would appear to me that this problem 
requires definite organization, and I should like to submit the follow- 
ing plan in the matter for action by the Council. 

First, that a Commission, comprising a British, French, American 
and Italian military officer, should be set up and undertake the man- 
agement of this repatriation. That this Commission should com- 
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municate their appointment to the Austrian, Hungarian and Polish 
and other Governments, and that they should offer to undertake the 
repatriation, provided funds are placed to their credit in advance by 
each of the Governments concerned. 

It would appear to me that if such a body is set up under capable 
officers that they would be able to work out a solution in this manner 
and to secure from the Allied Governments the necessary shipping 
and other services which would be necessary. They could invite a 
delegate of each of the Governments concerned to sit with them in 
respect to the matters which concerned such a Government and they 
could engage the necessary staff to carry on the work. They would 
probably need to appeal to the various Allied Governments and to 
charitable societies for some assistance in respect to prisoners originat- 
ing from quarters unable to supply these funds, but, in any event, they 
would create a center around which all effort of this kind could be 
directed. 

With the repatriation of the Allied troops nearing completion, it 
would appear to be an appropriate moment for the erection of such 
abody. I attach two memoranda on the subject indicating the volume 
of the problem involved, the first from the British authorities on 
“Prisoners in Siberia”, the second from the Polish Officer for Repatria- 
tion. 

Herzserr Hoover 


26 Jury 1919. 


[Enclosure 1] 
FOOD SECTION 


Memorandum From British Delegates 
Ex-Enremy Prisoners or WaAr IN SIBERIA 


There are about 200,000 German, Austrian and Hungarian prisoners 
of war in Siberia. They are in a destitute condition, and it is con- 
sidered essential, both on humanitarian and political grounds, that 
food and clothing should be supplied to them. The representatives 
in Siberia of the Danish and Scandinavian Red Cross Societies have 
undertaken to carry out the work if they are supplied with funds, esti- 
mated at £100,000 a month. The Austrian Government have offered 
to provide the funds for their nationals, and the British Foreign 
Office stated on the 24th of June that the Hungarian Government 
stated that they were unable to contribute to the expenses, but asked 
that notwithstanding the Relief should be carried out. 

It is suggested that the best way to deal with the problem (which 
has now become a very. pressing one) would be to ask the Director 
General of Relief to approach the Red Cross authorities in order that 
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they may make the necessary arrangements to receive the contribu- 
tions of the Austrian and Hungarian Governments, and to carry out 
such measures of Relief as are possible with the finance thus made 
available. 

It is possible that on re-consideration the German Government 
would also consent to provide the necessary finance. It may be men- 
tioned that the Austrian representative who deals with this matter 
is at present at St. Germain. 

It is suggested that the Red Cross representatives should be informed 
that the Allied Governments will permit the necessary remittances: to 
be made by the ex-enemy Governments concerned and will facilitate 


the Relief measures undertaken as far as possible. 
S. D. Watery 


T/(/19 


[Enclosure 2] 


Translation 


CENTRAL POLISH OFFICE FOR THE 
REPATRIATION OF PRISONERS OF WAR, 
CIVILIAN REFUGEES AND WORKMEN 


Memorandum on Polish Repatriation 


by 
Stanislaw Gawronski 


up to the 1st June 1919 


In reply to your esteemed communication of the 11th July, I hasten 
to communicate to you: 


1. The approximate figures of Polish subjects in foreign countries 
awaiting repatriation. 

2. The number of foreigners actually in Poland whom it is necessary 
to repatriate. 

3. The number of foreign prisoners of war, interned civilians, 
refugees and work-people which the Central Polish Repatriation Office 
has transported across Polish territory at Polish national expense. 


I 


From the figures possessed by the Central Office for Repatriation 
of prisoners, interned civilians and refugees at Warsaw, the follow- 
ing Poles still await repatriation in foreign countries: I 


1, Germany, in which is included the occupied territories and the 
provinces recaptured by France: 


a) 15,000 to 20,000 Polish prisoners of war, the vast majority of 
eee we invalids, wounded and sick (Polish Consul-General, 
erlin), 
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6) about 600,000 Polish workers interned in Germany during 
the war and taken by force during the German occupation of 
Polish territory formerly belonging to Russia. 


Germany : total between 615,000 and 620,000. 

This figure does not include interned civilians and workers, for- 
merly Russian subjects in Posnania, and the Polish subjects of for- 
eign nationalities (Lithuanians, Ruthenians, Jews, etc.) of which 
the Central Repatriation Office has not adequate figures. 

2. Russia: prisoners of war who were formerly soldiers in the 
Russian Army, who had been evacuated by force from the Polish 
territory formerly belonging to Russia and occupied by Germany 
during the war. 


a) Russia in Europe, in which is included the Ukraine and the 
Don country. The figures which are obtainable at the moment, 
having in view the state of war with the Bolshevists and the ab- 
solute lack of communications, are very incorrect. Taking as a 
basis the original figures obtained by the Polish Poor Relief 
organization which functioned in the territory of the Russian. 
Empire during the war, and deducting the number of repatriated 
people up till the first of June, a certain number who enlisted 
in the Allied armies in Russia, and those who have already gone 
over the Hungarian and Roumanian frontiers, there remain in 
Russia in Europe between 165,000 and 180,000 Poles to be 
repatriated, 

6) Siberia: about 40,000. These figures come from Polish or- 
ganizations in Siberia, and are confirmed by various Allied and 
neutral missions. 

c) Caucasus and Turkistan: about 20,000 (Polish organ- 
izations). 

d) Finland, Murmansk, Archangel: 3,000 (Polish delegates at 
Archangel). 

é) Baltic Provinces: about 3,000 (dem). 


Russia: total between 231,000 and 246,000. 

3. Austria: between 20,000 and 25,000, of which 17,000 are reg- 
istered by the Polish Mission at Vienna as being in that city or its 
immediate environs. 

4, Hungary: about 30,000, of which 20,000 registered at Budapest 
by Major Tabaszymsky of Colonel Vix’s Military Mission as coming 
from the south-eastern provinces of Russia. 

5. Roumania: about 30,000 from the south-eastern provinces of Rus- 
sia, (Polish Mission at Bucharest). o 

6. Serbia: at least 6,000, of which the condition is most deplorable. 
(Special Polish Mission.) 

7, Albania: about 3,000 (Special Polish Mission). 

8. Greece: about 1,000 (Special Polish Mission). _ 

9. Jugo-Slavia: about 2,000 (Special Polish Mission). 

10. Turkey, Europe and Asiatic: between 10,000 and 15,000 (Special 
Polish Mission). 

11. Denmark: 1,000 

12. Holland: 1,000 

13. England: 3,000 

14. Italy : 5,000 (Polish Consul-General at Rome). 
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15. France: in which is included the English and American 
camps :—between 15,000 and 20.000 prisoners of war and between 
10,000 and 12,000 workers and refugees, in which are included the 
refugees from Odessa brought by sea to Marseilles. 


RECAPITULATION 
1) Germany 615, 000 to 620, 000 
2) Russia 931,000 to 246, 000 
3) Austria 20,000 to 25,000 
4) Hungary about 306,000 
5) Czecho-Slovakia ¢ 2, 000 
6) Roumania 4 60, 000 
7) Serbia < 6, 000 
8) Albania be 3, 000 
9) Greece e 1, 000 
10) Turkey 10,000 to 15, 000 
11) Denmark about 1,000 
12) Holland ee 1, 000 
13). Italy « 5, 000 
14) England ie 3, 000 
15) France 25,000 to 382, 000 


Total in round figures ch 010, 000 to 1, 050, 000 
Polish subjects prisoners of war, interned civil- 
ians and refugees awaiting repatriation. 


In this figure of between 1,010,000 and 1,050,000 are not included 
the Polish subjects of foreign nationalities from the German prov- 
inces allotted to Poland by the Peace Treaty. The number of these 
Polish subjects is not very large, but they must be taken into con- 
sideration when arranging the repatriation of Polish subjects who are 
prisoners of war in the French, English and American prisoner of 
war camps. 


II 


The number of foreigners in Poland whose repatriation is neces- 
sary and indeed urgent is difficult to formulate. It increases from 
day to day. Above all there are the Russian subjects fleeing before 
the Bolshevists and placing themselves under Polish protection after 
having passed the Polish Bolshevist front. These refugees arrive 
with their wives and children in a deplorable state, ragged, ver- 
minous, starving, bring with them every sort of disease. Among 
these there are many Bolshevist agents, who under the pretext of 
fleeing before the Bolshevists penetrate into Polish territory in order 
to carry out dangerous Bolshevist propaganda. Apart from these 
and in spite of the Allied order forbidding Germany. to repatriate 
Russian prisoners of war across Polish territory, there are con- 
stantly arriving from Germany prisoners who are Russian subjects, 
who having in view the lack of forces to guard the Polish frontier, 
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cross this frontier on foot and disseminate themselves little by little 
in Polish territory. The number of these men vary from | between 
500 and 2,000 per week. The numbers have greatly diminished 
during the last few weeks. These prisoners of war! who are’ Rus- 
sian subjects, are also without’ any means of existence, and naturally 
they have to be lodged and fed at the ani o* the sada Gov- 
ernment. 

The number of Russian subjects actually on Polish tétvitory can’ 2b 
said without exaggeration to be between 250,000 and 300,000. The 
larger part of these prisoners are Russian subjects, but among them 
is a large number of Jews and Ukrainians and also small parties 
of White Russians, Lithuanians, and others. Having in view the 
lack of provisions, the lack of medical requirements and disinfec- 
tants, the absolute lack of linen and clothes, the absolute lack of 
means of transport and the lack of work, all these people without 
resources or means of existence are a heavy burden on the Polish 
Government, and present a real danger from the moral and medical 
point of view, not only for Poland, but for the whole of Western 
Europe in general. 

iil 


The number of foreign prisoners of war recorded as having passed 
through Polish territory from November 1918 to the first June 1919 
at the expense of the Polish Government is stated below: 





1) Russians 481,171 
2) Germans 7, 640 
3) Lithuanians 5, 980 
4) Ukrainians 14, 235 
5) French 1, 549 
6) Serbians 524 
7) Hungarians 19, 792 
8) Italians 1, 266 
9) Bulgarians 171 
th Czechs 10, 427 
11) Roumanians 1, 865 
12) Austrians 6, 583 
13) English 62 
14) Belgians 17 
15) Americans 5 
16) Turks 871 
17) Various 3,050 

ToTaL 555, 158 


This total of 555,158 foreign prisoners is very much below the actual 
figure, as the Central Repatriation Office did not at first take into 
account the foreign prisoners of war transported by Galicia, and 
consequently fone were lacking. Immediately after the Armistice, 

510124—46—-VOL. vil1I——_28 
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on account of internal troubles in Germany and the withdrawal of 
Austrian authorities from Polish territory, the number of foreign 
prisoners of war in Polish territory was so large that tens of thousands 
of Russian, German and Austrian prisoners of war were transported 
from east to west and from west to east of the Polish frontiers without 
being recorded on account of the impossibility of exercising control. 
It would be perfectly just and not an exaggeration to augment the 
total of 555,158 by at least 150,000. 


Paris Peace Conf. 180.03501/63 HD-63 


Notes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers Held in M. Pichon’s Room at the Quai d’Orsay, Paris, on 
Monday, September 29, 1919, at 10:30 a. m. 


PRESENT 
AMERIOA, 
UNITED STATES OF BRITISH EMPIRE FRANCE 
Hon. F. L. Polk Sir Eyre Crowe M. Pichon 
Secretary Secretary Secretaries 
Mr. L. Harrison Mr. H. Norman M. Berthelot 
M. de Saint Quentin 
ITALY JAPAN 
M. Scialoja M. Matsui 
Secretary Secretary 
M. Galli M. Kawai 
Joint Secretariat 
America, UNITED STATES OF...... Mr. C. Russell 
British EMPIRE. ...........0.... Capt. Hinchley-Cooke 
TESA CRN er ek ea M. Massigli 
TAT OR Siena lens Rete oats ole lnehans aries. agate M. Zanchi 


Interpreter—M. Camerlynck 


The following were also present for the items in which they were concerned. 


AMERICA, UNITED STATES OF 

Rear. Admiral. McCully, U. S. N. 
Colonel Browning, U. S. A. 

Mr. James Brown Scott 


BrRITIsH EMPIRE 

Major General Sir F, Sykes 
Major General Groves 

Mr. Brigstocke 

Lt. Colonel Kisch 
Commander Macnamara 
Mr. Sherman 

Commander Lucas 


FRANCE 

General Belin 

M. Laroche 

M. Seydoux 

M. Kammerer 

M. Fromageot 
Commander Le Vavasseur 
Captain Roper 


ITALY 
Admiral Orsini 
Lt. Colonel Piccio 
General Cavallero 
M. Ricci-Busatti 
429 
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1. (The discussion on the British memorandum on this subject was 
postponed to enable Sir Eyre Crowe to receive instructions from his 
Government. Mr. Polk also wished to consult his 


Sold During the Government before the matter was brought before 

Havecnen: the Council.) 

TeSys | )o2. Caprarn Roprr said that Article 202 of the Treaty 
1 eis’ . ‘of, Peace-with.Germany specified that war material 

palit ae should be deliveredto the Allied and Associated Pow- 
aterial by the : 

eeUnan es ers after the Treaty came into force. In order that 


this article might be carried out after the Treaty came 
into force,,it was important that this war material should not. be 
alienated in any way or exported from Germany. The Allied and 
Associated. Governments had addressed two notes to the German 
Government.on the subject. The German Government had replied 
by a letter dated’September 8th? sent through the Armistice Com- 
mission declining to agree to the obligations placed upon the article 
by the Allied and Associated Governments. Asiinformation was con-. 
stantly received to show new breaches by Germany, Marshal Foch 
proposed to the Supreme Council that a resolution be taken that all 
air material in Germany should be considered as war material and 
should be stored as war material until such time as the Interallied Air 
Control Commission had decided as to its nature. 

(Captain Roper then read and commented upon a letter from Mar- 
shal Foch of September 25th, (See Appendix A).) 

Mr, Pox asked whether the question was one of the Armistice. 

Capratn Roprr replied that it dealt with Article 202 of the Treaty 
of Peace. Ler 

Mr. Pox asked whether what was now said was not broader than 
the statements of the resolution of August 6th.? The words used were, 
“destroyed and used.” He questioned whether the use of the word 
“used” was not beyond the powers of the Council. 

Caprain Roper said that if the Germans used the material in ques- 
tion they would take occasion to destroy it, if they could, on the ground 
of accidents, or they would be able to use the material for other pur- 
poses. If they were given a free hand they would undoubtedly trans- 
form the material. There had been examples ‘of repeated infrac- 
tions by the Germans, and in order to‘avoid these it was essential that 
the material should be stopped [stocked]. 

Mr. Poix asked whether the Commission’ of Control would have the 
power to decide as to what.material was civil and what military. 


*The first note, dated August 8 (Paris Peace Conf, 185.001/121), transmitted 
the text of the proposals accepted by the Supreme Council on August 6, HD-25, 
minute 14, vol. vu, p. 563. For text of the second note, dated August 22, see ap- 
pendix C to HD-387, ibid., p. 823. 5 

* See appendix A to HD-78, pp. 811, 815. 

* HD-25, minute 14, vol. vu, p. 5638. | 
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Caprain Roper replied that the Commission would have this power. 

M. Sctatoya said that it was important that the position’ of’ the 
Council should be founded on firm ground. It was not ‘possible’ to 
apply the Treaty before it was ratified. He suggested 'that'a'Provi- 
sional Commission of Control might permit the Germans to use air- 
craft which were not military. He thought that the Council were 
asking for more than under the Treaty they were entitled to ask. 

Mr. Pork asked whether the Commission had arrivéd in Germany. 

Captain Roper replied that the advance party had arrived. The 
Germans were anxious to postpone the discussion of the subject until 
the Treaty came into force. Under these circumstances the procedure 
proposed by M. Scialoja would not-be applicable. In its resolution 
of August 6th the Supreme Council had declared its right of property 
over this material; they therefore had legal rights.’ During the last 
month the Germans had several times violated their engagements and 
Marshal Foch had declared that, unless the Supreme Council took firm 
and determined action, he was not in a position to obtain any ‘results. 

M. Sciatoysa asked whether it was proposed to stop paca all the 
aircraft in question. 

Captain Roper replied that the Technical Experts whio had: fist 
cussed the subject in the Commission on Aerial Clauses, had unani- 
mously declared that there were no civil aircraft in Germany, if by 
that aeroplanes constructed since the Armistice and ‘upon ‘new plans 
were meant. Today the Germans had requested permission: to’ use 
seven hundred aeroplanes for the Postal Air Service and this request 
was undoubtedly made to conceal their real purpose in endeavoring to 
keep back from the Allies a large number of aeroplanes. 

Mr. Potx asked ae M. Basidpa was satisfied as to the faa 
right. . 

M. Scraxoga replied that he would, Patan the reservation he had 
previously made. 

Mr. Pox asked Captain Roper if he referred to aeroplanes built 
since the Armistice. 

Caprain Roper said that he referred to “aeroplanes built Magy 
the Armistice. 

Mr. Pork asked whether the Commission would have the power to 
discriminate between aeroplanes built before’ or since the Armistice. 
He also asked whether General Weygand had any objection to the 
German Postal Air Service. 

Captain Roper replied that he had’ no such objection Sirs the 
Treaty became effective, but he wished to point out that at present 
it was only a maneuver on the part of the Germans to avoid fulfilling 
their obligations under the terms of the Treaty.’ In the opinion of 
the Technical Experts, there was no defense for the scale upon which 
the German Postal Air Service was being planned. . . 
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Mr. Pox said that there was no legal obstacle of prohibiting the 
Germans building and exporting aeroplanes which had been built 
since the time of the Armistice upon new plans. 

Cartan Roper said that in the first place it would be necessary 
for the Commission to examine these plans and that pending the 
ratification of the Treaty the material in question should be stopped 
[stocked]. 

Sm Eyre Crows said that the Supreme Council had decided on 
August 6th that the price of all material sold from the supplies which, 
according to the terms of the Treaty of Peace, were to be delivered 
to the Allied and Associated Powers, should be refunded to the 
Allied and Associated Powers. He thought that it was time to apply 
this resolution. __ 

Cart. Ropsr explained that in a telegram of Aug. 23rd sent to the 
German Authorities by Marshal Foch * through the medium of Gen- 
eral Nudant there was no mention of refunding this sum because the 
telegram contained a special authorization for the delivery of certain 
material to General Yudenitch and to the Czecho-Slovak Government. 
Marshal Foch had been desirous of assuring the delivery of this ma- 
terial in view of the fact that he had no other means at the moment 
and it seemed at the time advisable to make no mention of the amount 
of the sum collected. He thought that the moment had now arrived 
and that Germany should be required to refund the money. 

It was decided: 

(1) that all air material now in Germany should be considered as 
war material and as such could neither be exported, sold, loaned, 
utilized or destroyed, but should be stocked until such time as the 
Inter-Allied Air Commission of Control should have taken a decision 
to determine its nature; 

(2) that the German Government should pay to the Allied and 
Associated Governments the amount of the sales already made. 


It was also decided: 


that Marshal Foch should be charged with communicating this 
decision to the German Government. 

3. The Council had before it a report from the Supreme War 
Council of September 5th (see appendix “B”) regarding the prin- 
Report From ciples which should govern the distribution of the 
the Military ° s s. 

Representatives at aeronautical material to be given up by Germany, 
Distribution of Austria, Hungary, Bulgaria or Turkey in accordance 

} sorta with the terms of the clauses of the Treaty of Peace. 

M. Picnon asked whether the Council were unanimous. 

GenznaL Bruin said that the American Military Representative 
had objected to the exclusion, with the exception of Belgium, of the 


smaller Powers. He said that in a report of May 22nd [21st?] to the 
* Appendix C to HD-87, vol. vi, p. 823. 
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Supreme Council the Military Representatives had given a list of the 
articles of war material which each of the Allied Powers should be 
entitled to possess. In this list there was no mention of air material. 
In view of the fact that air material had not been included, the 
Military Representatives did not consider that a distribution should 
be made among the smaller states. 

M. Picuon asked Mr. Polk whether he insisted upon this reserva- 
tion. 

Mr. Pork replied that he didnot. 

M. Marsot said that it was stated in the report that dirigibles which 
were in a fit state to fly were to be allotted as far as possible to those 
Allied countries which on account of their situation were in a position 
to remove them without dismantling them. In order to avoid any 
misunderstanding which might arise, he desired that the Conference 
take note that in accordance with the view of the Japanese Delegation, 
this statement should not modify the principle of distribution which 
had been announced elsewhere. The exchange of dirigibles, mentioned 
in the statement above, should only be made in cases where it was im- 
possible to transport the dirigibles without dismantling them and 
where the dirigibles could be exchanged against other dirigibles, which 
if they were not in a fit state to fly, nevertheless, possessed the mecha- 
nism which would render them equal in value. The Japanese rep- 
resentative on the Commission had informed the President of the 
Commission of the desire he had just expressed. 

M. Picuon asked whether there were any other objections. 

Mr. Potx called attention to the fact that the American Military 
Representative had stated that he was not prepared to recommend 
that the United States be included as a recipient of any air material 
which was the property of a country with which she had not been 
at war. 

Genera Benin said that there would be, of course, no objection to 
accepting this reservation. 

It was decided : 

to accept the report of the Supreme War Council of the 5th of 
September regarding the principles which should govern the distribu- 
tion of the aeronautical material given up or to be given up by Ger- 
many, Austria, Hungary, Bulgaria or Turkey in accordance with the 
terms of the Treaty of Peace. 


4, GeneraL Beiin read and commented upon a report from the 
American, British and French Military Representatives of the Su- 
ry preme War Council at Versailles of the 12th Septem- 
Rolling Stock ber regarding the eventual restitution to the Allies of 
Beyond the ; sil ie 
Armistice Frontier the rolling stock removed beyond the armistice fron- 
in Violation o 


the Armistice of tier in violation of the Treaty of Villa Giusti. (See 
re bbe Appendix “C”.) 
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'(He then proceeded to read a note by the Italian military represent- 
ative setting forth the Italian view.) 

' He wished to reply bristly to the point which the Italian, Military 
Representative had raised. 

With, reference to the first point, he wished to remark that the ob- 
servations of the Italian Representative had been made after the 
signature of the Treaty had taken place. |The Armistice was binding, 
but the signature of the Treaty of peace would bring about a new set 
of conditions. It appeared advisable to leave to a commission the right 
of; deciding as to the distribution to be made of the rolling stock in 
question... It was necessary that measures taken for carrying out the 
terms of, the Armistice should;not conflict with the carrying out of 
the terms of the Treaty of Peace. In the Treaty of Peace, there were 
clauses which called for thecession of railway lines with a fixed amount 
of railway material; It would be regrettable to remove the material 
by virtue of the terms of the Armistice, when it would be necessary 
to return. it a short time later in view of the Treaty of Peace. 

With reference to the second point, he thought that it was chiefly a 
question of form. 

.. With regard to the third point, the Italian Delegate had said that 
the, term “Allies” applied to those who were entitled to be so de- 
scribed at the date of the signature of the Armistice. He replied that 
he had followed the; terms of the resolution of the Supreme Council.® 
It was the prerogative, of the Commission to make the distribution 
among the Allies. .There was no doubt that Jugo-Slavia would not 
be entitled to.a share, but Serbia was an Ally at the time of the 
Armistice and would, be entitled to participate in the distribution in 
question. It was not for the Council at Versailles to give more details 
as to the distribution. _ 

With regard to the fourth point, he said that there was no incon- 
venience in principle, but he desired to maintain the reserve without 
prejudice to the clauses of the Treaty of Peace. He questioned 
whether it was advisable to hand over material to Italy which would 
later be attributed to another Power. 

GENERAL CAvALLERO said that he could not agree with the view of 
his American, British and French colleagues. He thought that. the 
question was a purely military one, The’ questions in regard to the 
Armistice were quite separate from questions in regard to the Treaty 
of Peace. He did not think that the repatriation of rolling stock had 
anything t to do with the Treaty of Peace. It was still an Armistice 
question. It was the duty of the military representatives to study the 
question as an Armistice question, and it was for the Supreme Council 
to take into consideration the political aspect. With regard to the 
first two points.in his note he had nothing to add. 


*HD-25, minute 11, vol. oF p. 562; see also appendix ©, post, pp. 446-447. 
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With reference to the third point, as he considered that the question 
was of a purely military nature and as that the Armistice concerned 
only the Powers who were allied at the moment, he thought that it 
was necessary to apply the Armistice clauses in regard to rolling stock 
in the manner in which they had originally been conceived. 

With reference to the fourth point, he wished to say that as the terms 
of the Armistice had given Italy the right to receive, in the name of the 
Allied and Associated Powers, all the material belonging to the former 
Austro-Hungarian Monarchy, he could see no reason why an excep- 
tion should be made in the case of rolling stock. 

GrNnERAL CAVALLERO replied that the Italian army had been desig- 
nated to receive all the Austro-Hungarian war material’in the name 
of the Allied Powers and the United States of America. 

M. Picuon said that the position of General Diaz ® in this matter 
was exactly the same as that of Marshal Foch. General Diaz acted 
in the name of the Allied and Associated Powers. 

Sir Eyre Crowe asked if there had not been a further Armistice 
with Hungary. 

Genera Benin said that there had been an armistice concluded by 
General Franchet d’Esperey,’ but that it had not been recognized by 
Italy. 

M. Scrarosa said that there were two questions to be considered. 
One was a question of form and the other of substance. He did not see 
how, particularly as the Treaty had not been ratified, it was possible 
to leave the firm ground of the Armistice for the Treaty ; for the Treaty 
had not entered into force. The position of General Diaz, with refer- 
ence to the Armistice of Villa Giusti, was the same as that of Marshal 
Foch, with reference to the Armistice with Germany. He thought that 
it might be possible, instead of constituting a Commission in the place 
of General Diaz, to establish certain rules of execution. He agreed 
that there was rolling stock now in the Serb-Croat-Slovene State and 
that it would be complicated and unnecessary to return it’to Italy to 
be again returned to Serbia, but this should not disturb the juridical 
basis. It would be possible to give the railway material to General 
Diaz, who could charge someone on the spot to receive it in his name. 

GENERAL Benin said that it had not been the purpose of the Military 
Representatives to propose that. someone be substituted to act for in the 
place of General Diaz. What they had desired was that the question, 
which was very complicated, should be studied by a Commission. Mr. 
Hoover had suggested that the Inter-Allied experts, who were on the 
spot, could examine the question and communicate in due course the 
result of their study to the Supreme Council. It would then be the duty 


®Gen. Armando Diaz, Chief of the General Staff of the Italian Army. 

7 Military convention between the Allies and Hungary, signed at Belgrade No- 
vember 13, 1918; signed for the Allies by delegates of the general commander in 
chief, Franchet d’Esperey ; for text, see vol. 1, p. 183. 
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of the Supreme Council to express their opinion, but it was necessary 
first for the question to be thoroughly studied. He considered that the 
Commission should be given authority to examine the question and to 
propose to the Supreme Council a new partition. All that he asked was 
a study of the question. In his opinion there were no persons better 
qualified to do this than the Inter-Allied Technical Commission. He 
thought that if this plan were adopted at the present time, it would 
avoid trouble in the future. 

M. Scrarosa proposed that the Commission communicate its findings 
to General Diaz. He thought that General Diaz would probably agree. 
He did not think that it was possible for the Supreme Council to apply 
the terms of a Treaty which was not yet in existence; for, at the 
moment, only the armistice was in existence. If the proposals were 
acceptable to General Diaz, he would find the means of carrying them 
out. 

M. Picuon proposed that the Italian Delegation be requested 
to take up the matter with General Diaz. He added that he con- 
sidered it important that if General Diaz accepted, the Powers 
act in conformity. 

Mr. Pork asked whether the question was not also raised by the 
terms of the Armistice with Hungary. 

GerneraL Cavatuero said that in the present case, it was only a 
question of rolling stock within the lines of the Armistice of Villa 
Giusti. 

Sir Eyre Crowe pointed out that General Cavallero who was the 
direct representative of General Diaz, had said that General Diaz 
would be unwilling to accept. 

M. Sctatosa said that General Diaz would not be willing to ac- 
cept the substitution of a Commission in place of himself, for it was 
he who was responsible for the application of the Armistice. 

Mr. Porx said there was no question of substituting any authority 
for that of General Diaz. So far as he understood it, it was purely 
a question of investigation and report. At the time that the report 
was received the Council could take a decision as to what States 
were entitled to receive the railway material in question. He did 
not see how that question could be left to General Diaz alone, or 
in fact to any military representative alone. 

M. Scratoga said that in this case General Diaz was not acting 
as an Italian General, but as the representative of the Allied and 
Associated Powers. His position was similar to that of Marshal 
Foch. 

Mr. Potx said that he had no doubt that cases must have arisen 
where Marshal Foch was not in a position to take action until in- 
formation which the Supreme Council desired had been obtained and 
a decision taken by the Council. 
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M. Scratosa said that if the Commission were brought into com- 
munication with General Diaz he would have no objection. 

Mr. Pork said that the information was for the Supreme Council. 
If the report showed that the Armistice had been violated it would 
be the duty of the Supreme Council to take a decision and for Gen- 
eral Diaz to see that it was carried out. The Powers could not 
authorize any military representative to act until the necessary 
information had been obtained by the Council. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that it was necessary to decide whether the 
Inter-Allied Commission of experts should be taken from the Trans- 
portation Section of the Supreme Economic Council or the Repara- 
tions Commission. 

GENERAL Bein said that he agreed that it would be necessary to 
make such a choice. Mr. Hoover had written to M. Clemenceau on 
September 3d * and had proposed that the subject be entrusted to the 
Transportation Section of the Supreme Economic Council. 

Mr. Pox pointed out that Mr. Hoover had left Paris, and that 
there was no longer an American Representative on the Supreme 
Economic Council. He suggested, therefore, that the matter should 
be left to the Reparations Commission. 

It was decided: 

(1) that the rolling stock, which had in violation of the Armistice 
been removed beyond the Armistice line of the 38rd November, 1918, 
should be delivered to the Allies and the United States of America; 

(2) that the Reparations Commission should investigate on the 
spot all matters relating to the breaches of the Armistice above re- 
ferred to and propose as quickly as possible to the Supreme Council 
such measures as might be necessary to insure in this respect the 
execution of the clauses of the Armistice on the understanding that 


these measures should [not?] in any way produce [prevent?] an 
execution at a later date of the clauses of the Treaty of Peace. 


5. The Council had before it a report from the Inter-Allied Naval 
Advisers of the 13th September in regard to submarine engines and 
motors surrendered by Germany in place of certain 
Distriation ot submarines which were broken up in German yards 
Sop ar ee feat OF sunk on passage to England, (see Appendix “D”). 
M. Picuon asked whether the Naval Representa- 

tives were unanimous in their opinion. 

Mr. Pox said that they were unanimous, but that the United 
States Representative wished to add a clause worded as follows: 
“An appraisal and inventory of this material shall be made by a 
Naval Committee from the five principal Allied and Associated 


Powers.” 


5 Appendix A to HD-46, p. 85. 
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It was decided: 


to accept the report of the Naval Advisers of the 13th September 
(see appendix “D”) on this subject of submarine engines and motors 
surrendered by Germany in place of certain submarines which were 
broken up in German yards or sunk on passage to England, and to 
add the following clause, “An appraisal and inventory of this 
material shall be made by a Naval Committee from the five principal 
Allied and Associated Powers.” 


6. M. Fromagzor read and commented upon a memorandum with 
reference to the draft note previously prepared (see H. D. 60, Ap- 
tate ae pendix G),° in regard to the blockade of Soviet Russia. 
Soviet Russia (See Appendix E.) He proposed to add in the third 
paragraph the words “in conformity with the measures contemplated 
by Article 16 of the Covenant of the League of Nations.” 

Mr. Potx said that before the United States Government would be 
in a position to take action it would be necessary for internal action 
to be taken in the United States. 

M. Fromageor said that Article 16 of the League of Nations Cove- 
nant was framed to meet a situation like that which existed at present. 
It provided for the rupture of commercial and economic relations. 
In cases where the League of Nations did not wish to resort to war 
the Covenant of the League of Nations foresaw the use of economic 
pressure when war was not to be employed. He felt that the diffi- 
culties in regard to the question of blockade would be removed in 
this way. 

Mr. Pouk said that M. Fromageot’s suggestion raised difficulties 
in his mind. The League of Nations did not yet exist, and the 
machinery for which the Covenant of the League provided, could not 
become effective until the League of Nations was actually in force. 
He did not see how the United States could adopt the policy pro- 
posed at the present time as the United States had never agreed to 
a pacific blockade. The Council were endeavoring to meet the situa- 
tion by the establishment of a pacific blockade. In his opinion it was 
a declaration of war which was really needed. 

M. Picuon said that the Council found themselves in the same 
position as at the time of the last discussion. They would have no 
commercial relations with Soviet Russia themselves and they did 
nothing to ask the neutral countries to adopt the same policy. 

Mr. Poxx said that he thought that the best plan would be to wait 
until after the winter, and see how the situation was by that time. 

Sir Eyre Crown said that it was necessary to give some instruc- 
tions to the Allied Naval Officers in the Baltic Sea. He asked what 
action these officers could take with ships which they were stopping. 


° Ante, p. 365. 
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The report of the Drafting Committee did not cover the question of | 
instructions. The Naval Officers were acting upon their own author- 
ity. He recalled that it had been previously proposed to make a 
collective request to the neutral Governments. He wished to ask 
his United States Colleague whether he would have any objection to 
such a note being sent. He thought that a step would be taken if a 
collective representation were made to the Swedish Government. He 
had a suggestion to make, but at the moment he had no authority 
for committing his Government. He wished to ask whether the 
British and French Governments were willing to authorize their 
Naval Commanders to turn ships back. If, for example, a Swedish 
ship were stopped, the Naval Commander would be in a position to 
state that the subject had been formally communicated to the Swedish 
Government by the Allied and Associated Governments, who were 
awaiting a favorable reply. 

Mr. Potx said that he was willing to accept the draft if the last 
paragraph were omitted. He had suggested a substitute for the para- 
graph. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that he could not answer for the decision of 
the British Admiralty, but he would refer the subject to them. 

M. Picuon suggested that the Drafting Committee be directed to 
prepare a note to the Neutral Governments. 

Sm Eyre Crowe pointed out that the Council were already in pos- 
session of a draft of such a note. 

M. Prcnon said that the note could be trancinithed with the omis- 
sion of the proposed paragraph respecting the League of Nations, and 
the last paragraph. 

M. Sxypoux read to the Council two communications received from 
the French Legation at Stockholm. (See Appendix “F”.) After 
reading these communications, M. Seydoux said that he thought that 
they contained matters of great interest. It was evident that the 
Swedish Government not only considered that a blockade existed, but 
that they had notified their own nationals that navigation was pro- 
hibited in the Gulf of Finland. 

Sir Eyre Crows said that these communications tended all the more 
to show that the reply of the Swedish Government to the note of the 
Principal Allied and Associated Powers would be favorable. 

M. Picuon said that, pending a decision, the British and French 
warships in the Baltic should turn back ships bound for Soviet Russia. 

M. Sryvoux said that it would be possible, either by adding a para- 
graph to the note or by making a verbal communication to the neutral 
Governments, to say that British and French war vessels would con- 
tinue to act in respect to ships entering the Gulf of Finland as they 
had been acting up to the present. 


440 THE PARIS PEACE CONFERENCE, 1919, VOLUME VHI 


(It was decided: 


(1) that the attached note (See Appendix “G”) should be trans- 
mitted to the neutral Governments in the name of the Allied and 
Associated Powers; : 

(2) that the neutral Governments should, at the same time, be 
notified verbally that the British and French warships in the Gulf 
of Finland would continue to turn back ships bound for seaports in 
Soviet Russia.) 


7. M. Fromaceor read and commented upon a memorandum of the 
29th of September prepared by the Drafting Committee (See Ap- 
pendix “H”). He added that the formation of a Com- 


Jrisertion inthe mission to delimit the frontiers between Austria and 
Wihkwosce = _Hungary was all the more necessary because Article 27 
Peovidina For specified that the new frontier between Austria and 


the Constitution —_ Hungary should be fixed upon the spot. It was also 


To Delimit th b ; 

Frontier Be- necessary to arrange for changes of nationality of 

tween Austria +4 : : 

and Hungary persons residing in territory transferred from Hun- 
gary to Austria. 


M. Scratosa said that he agreed with what M. Fromageot had said. 
He wished to point out, however, that there still remains a large num- 
ber of articles in the Treaty of Peace with Austria which had not as yet 
founded [fownd?] counterparts in the Treaty of Peace with Hungary. 
He reserved the right to present drafts of the articles in question. 

(It was decided: 


(1) to request the Drafting Committee, in view of the delimitation 
of the frontier between Austria and Hungary, to insert in the Treaty 
of Peace with Hungary, clauses providing for the constitution of a 
Commission to delimit the frontier between Austria and Hungary; 

(2) to request the Drafting Committee to insert in the Treaty of 
Peace with Hungary articles relative to the nationality of the inhabi- 
tants of Hungarian territory ceded to Austria.) 


8. Mr. Pox read a telegram dated September 24th from General 
Bandholtz, American Representative on the Inter-Allied Military 
Commission at Budapest, in regard to Roumanian seizures (See Ap- 

pendix “I”). He said that the information contained 


eee in this telegram showed only too clearly that the 
ol Roumanians were not willing to obey the wishes of 


the Allied Powers. The Roumanian Representative 
told one thing to one Allied Representative and another thing to an- 
other. They were apparently entirely unwilling to obey the orders 
of the Allied Generals who represented the Council. 
M. Picuon said that it was most important to await Sir George 
Clerk’s arrival before taking any action in regard to Roumania. 
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Mr. Poxx said that, while waiting, statements made by the Rou- 
manians themselves should not be entitled to much consideration. 

Sir Eyre Crows said that the Roumanian Government was trying 
to stir up trouble between the Allies. There was a serious situation 
between Roumania and the Serb-Croat-Slovene State. 

M. Picuon said that according to information which he had recently 
received from Belgrade the situation between Roumania and Serbia 
was better and might improve. 

(The meeting then adjourned) 

Hore pE CrILLon, Paris, September 29, 1919. 
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Translation 
COMMANDER-IN-CHIEF OF THE ALLIED ARMIES 
GENERAL STAFF 
ist Section 


No. 4665 G. H. Q., September 27, 1919. 
From: Marshal Foch, Commander-in-Chief of the Allied Armies. 
To: The President of the Council. 


Pursuant to your letter of September 26, 1919, transmitting to me 
copy of the letter of the Chargé d’Affaires of France, to the Nether- 
lands, relative to suspicious importations of German planes in Hol- 
land, I have the honor of asking you, with a view to putting an end 
to the illicit traffic in aeronautic material, which Germany continues 
to practice, in spite of the notification which was given her of the 
resolution of August 22,!° to be kind enough to submit to the approval 
of the Supreme Council of the Allies the following resolution : 

AJ] aeronautic material existing in Germany should be considered 
as war material and as such cannot be exported, alienated, lent, uti- 


lized, destroyed, but must be stocked up till the moment when the 
Interallied Commission on aerial control will have pronounced itself 


on its nature.” 


I have already addressed a request of this kind to the President of 
the Council, the Minister of War (Army Staff, G-3, September 25, 


number 2644 [4644], (copy of which is enclosed). 
Major General 


WryGANp 


» HD-36, minute 4, vol. vil, p. 789. 
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[Enclosure] 


Translation 
STAFF OF THE MARSHAL 
COMMANDER-IN-CHIEF OF THE ALLIED ARMIES 


First Section 


No. 4644 SEPTEMBER 25, 1919. 
From: Marshal Foch. 
To: The President of-the Council. 

Ministry of War, (Army Staff G-3-A.) 

Enclosed herewith I am returning the report of September 20 of 
the General Director of Aeronautics," relative to the opening of an 
aerial postal service in Germany, which you transmitted to me Sep- 
tember 23, 1919, under number 8712. 18.S/3. 

I am of the opinion that it is not possible to inform the German 
Armistice Commission of this question, such as it is set forth. 

The decision taken by the Supreme Council of the Allies to forbid 
the sale, cession or exportation of all German aeronautic material has 
already been notified twice to the German Government (enclosed 
herewith copy of notes number 3765, of April [August] 7, and 4111 of 
August 26.) .1 

To these two notifications the German Government replied by the 
note Wako No. 641," copy of which is enclosed, in which it makes all 
its reserves on our way of interpreting the aerial clauses of the Peace 
Treaty, and proposes to leave this question in suspense until the 
moment when it can be solved by the Commission of Control. 

To address a protest relative to the establishing of an aerial postal 
service in Germany, would be to again desire to open a discussion on 
this question with the German Government. This discussion would 
be fruitless. To be brief, I have the honor of asking you to be kind 
enough to submit to the consideration of the Supreme Council of the 
Allies the following resolution which I shall then communicate to the 
German Government. 


“All aeronautic material existing in Germany should be considered 
as war material and as such cannot be exported, alienated, lent, utilized, 
destroyed, but must be stocked up till the moment when the Interallied 
Commission on Aerial Control will have pronounced itself on its 
nature. 


Major General 
Weryeanp 
“ Not enclosed with file copy of this note. 


* See footnote 1, p. 480. 
* See appendix A to HD-78, pp. 811, 815. 
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Appendix B to HD-63 
SUPREME WAR COUNCIL 
MILITARY REPRESENTATIVES 
S. W. C. 467 
VersaILEs, 5 September, 1919. 


Report Regarding the Principles, Which Should Govern the Distribu- 
tion of the Aeronautical Material, Given Up or To Be Given Up by 
the Central Powers (Germany, Austria, Hungary, Bulgaria, 
Turkey) , in Accordance With the Terms of the Clauses of the Peace 
Treaty 


At a Meeting held on 1st August, 1919, the Supreme Council of the 
Principal Allied and Associated Powers decided :— 

“To ask the Military Representatives at Versailles, with whom 
would be associated a Japanese Representative, to submit a proposal 
concerning the principles to govern the distribution of all aeronautical 


war material to be given up by the Central Powers in conformity with 
the Clauses of the Treaty of Peace.” 


The Military Representatives of the Principal Allied and Associated 
Powers, 
Taxrine Into CoNnsIDERATION 

(1) That Article 202 of the Treaty of Peace with Germany pre- 
scribes that: 


“all military and naval aeronautical material . . . must be delivered 
to the Governments of the Principal Allied and Associated Powers”; 


(2) That Article 148 of the Treaty of Peace with Austria prescribes 
that: 
“all military and naval aeronautical material must be delivered by 


Austria and at her own expense to the Principal Allied and Associated 
Powers” ; 


(3) That similar prescriptions have been adopted in regard to Bul- 
garia and Hungary; 

(4) That the Supreme Council of the Principal Allied and Associ- 
ated Powers has already contemplated the principle of a limitation of 
armaments for all small States, including Allied and Associated 
States; 

(5) That the recommendations made on the subject of this limita- 
tion by the Military Representatives, especially in their Report of 
the 21st May, 1919, contain no provisions for the maintenance by the 
said small Powers of any Military aviation as part of their armed 
forces ; 


4 HD-21, minute 12, vol. vu, p. 461. 
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Awnp Taxine Fourtuer Into ConswEraTION 

That certain types of aircraft, aeroplanes, hangars, technical ma- 
chines, instruments, etc., possess or may possess a special interest for 
the States that are carrying on studies and experiments with a view 
to the advancement of aeronautics, 

Have tHE Honor To SusMir To THE SUPREME CoUNCIL OF THE PRINCI- 
PAL ALLIED AND AssociaTED PowErs THE FoLLOwInc UNANIMOUS 
CoNCLUSIONS :— 

(1) All aircraft matériel given up by the enemy States shall be 
entered on a single list which shall be divided into various headings, 


e@. g.: 
(a) Complete aircraft. 


(6) Aircraft engines of all types. 
(ec) Aircraft instruments of all kinds. 
(d) Airships. 
i, Kite balloons. 
f) Hangars. 
(g) All other aircraft parts specified in the Treaty. 


' The Inter-Allied Commission of Control classify the matériel en- 
tered under each heading according to types, and for each type in 
order of value. 

(2) The Principal Allied and Associated Powers and Belgium shall 
participate in the distribution.* 

(3) All captured aircraft fit to fly and aircraft motors shall be 
returned to the nation from which the same were taken. 

(4) The Powers participating in the distribution shall in addi- 
tion receive samples of: 


(3 Each different type of aeroplane. 
6) Spare engines, 

te) Spares. 

ad) Kite balloons with their hangars. 


* The American Military Representative invites attention to the following res- 
ervation made by Admiral Knapp, American Air Adviser :— 


“The Powers with small interests have with the exception of Belgium been 
completely excluded from participating in the distribution of enemy aircraft. 
Belgium has been admitted and there would appear to be no reason either on 
ground of right or justice why one small Power should be included and the 
remainder excluded. As far as he is aware none of the small Powers except 
Belgium have been consulted, and he refuses to subscribe to any recommenda- 
tions which do not contain any reference to the wishes of those small Powers, 
and which appear almost to treat the Allies as enemies. 

“For practical reasons connected with the Budget allotments the possibilities 
of utilisation, the lack of specially trained personnel, and the relative importance 
of the parts played by these States during the war, Admiral Knapp has not 
without hesitation decided to accept the proposal to limit the distribution of 
the airships to the Principal Allied and Associated Powers; but he does not 
desire to commit himself further. 

“This reservation applies also aS a natural consequence to the percentages 
prescribed for the distribution of the aeronautical matériel, which will remain 
to be distributed after the allocation of the samples and airships.” [Footnote 
in the original.] 
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(5) Drawings of each type of aircraft and all other aeronautical 
matériel shall be supplied on demand to all the Powers participating 
in the distribution, whether the same have or have not received a 
sample of the matériel in question. 

(6) Airships. 

(a) The two best airships of the 70 Class or above shall be allotted 
the first to France, the second to Great Britain. 

(6) The other airships of all types, including those of the 70 class 
or above, if any exist, shall be entered on a single list by classes, and 
each class in order of value, and allotted to the Powers participating 
in the distribution. Each Power shall in turn exercise one choice in 
the following order until the whole has been distributed :— 


(1) United States of America. 
(2) Italy. 

(3) Great Britain. 

(4) France. 

(5) Japan. 

(6) Belgium. 


(Note: In view of the fact that the dismantling of an airship for 
transport by land or sea means practically dismantling the whole 
structure, it is suggested that, whilst conserving the right of the sev- 
eral governments to claim the receipt of its share of the dirigibles as 
provided above, those airships which are in a fit state to fly, should be 
allotted as far as possible to those Allied countries which on account 
of their situation are in a position to remove them without dismantling 
them.) 

(7) Airship Hangars. 

One of the largest hangars shall be allotted to France and a second 
to Great Britain. 

The remainder shall be classified in order of value and allotted as 
has been above specified for airships. 

While safeguarding the principles set forth above, it is suggested 
that: 

For reasons of geographical convenience, France should be allowed 
to take as far as possible a part of her share from those hangars which 
are situated in the occupied territories and in Belgium (outside the 
proportion which should fall to the latter country). 

For the same reasons, England should be allowed as far as possible 
to choose an airship hangar which is believed to be at Jumboli or some 
other place in Bulgaria as part of her share. 

(8) Hydrogen Plant. 

One machine of the latest type shall be allotted to France and one to 
Great Britain. 

The remainder shall be distributed as above indicated. 
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(9) Aircraft and Matériel left over after the above-mentioned 
Distribution—that is to say, Aeroplanes, Seaplanes, Engines, Spares, 
Armament, Instruments, etc. 

This matériel shall be classified under each heading in order of 
value. The matériel falling in each class so obtained shall then be 
grouped in lots of 20. 

The Powers participating in the distribution shall receive indi- 
vidually from each of these lots the quantities to be determined on 
the following percentage basis :-— 


France er) Pe) 3 30% (e. g., 6 out of each lot of 20) 
80% do do 
Ale cedls aise » 15% (e. g., 3 out of each lot of 20) 
1 


Gau. Bruin H. W. Stopp . Uco CavaLLErRo 
Military Br-General, Military 
Representative, Military Representative, 
French Section, Representative, Italian Section, 
Supreme War British Section, Supreme War 
Council Supreme War Council 
Council 


P. D. Locurmer TANAKA 
Military Major-General, 
Representative, Japanese Military 
American Section, Representative 
Supreme War 
Council 
Nore: The American Military Representative is not prepared to 
recommend that the United States of America be included as a recipi- 
ent of any air material which was the property of any country with 
which she has not been at war. 





Appendix C to HD-63 


SUPREME WAR COUNCIL 
S. W. C. 470 (87. MR) 


Versarttes, 12 September, 1919. 
Report Regarding the Eventual Restitution to the Allies of the Rolling 


Stock Removed Beyond the Armistice Frontier in Violation of the 
Armistice of Villa Giusti 


The Supreme Council of the Allied and Associated Powers at a 
Meeting held on 6.8.19. passed the following Resolution :— 
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“It is agreed to submit to the Military Representatives at Ver- 
sailles, for examination and report, the question of the eventual 
restitution to the Allies of the Rolling Stock removed beyond the 
Armistice frontier in violation of the Armistice of Villa Giusti”. 


The French, British and American Military Representatives* of 
the Supreme War Council at Versailles 


CoNSIDERING— 


(1) That Paragraph 3 of the Armistice of Villa Giusti contains 
the following prescription:—“All military and railway equipment 
of all kinds (including coal) within these territories to be left in 
situ and surrendered to the Allies and America according to special 
orders given by the Commander-in-Chief of Forces of Associated 
Powers on different fronts”; 

(2) That in spite of this prescription it appears that a part of the 
rolling stock has been removed beyond the Armistice line and that 
up to the present only a small part of this material has been restored; 

(3) That the surrender of no other rolling stock has been imposed 
on the Austro-Hungarian Empire by the Armistice of Villa Giusti; 

(4) That Article 157 of the Treaty of Peace with Austria main- 
tains in force and permanently applies the Armistice clause referred 
to in (1) above; 

(5) That Article 199 of the said Treaty “Confirms the surrender of 
all material handed over or to be handed over to the Allied and 
Associated Powers in accordance with the Armistice of November 
8rd, 1918 . . . and recognises the title of the Allied and Associated 
Powers to such material.” 


RECOMMEND— 

(a) That the rolling stock which has in violation of the Armistice 
been removed beyond the Armistice line of the 3rd November, 1918, 
should be delivered to the Allies and the United States of America; 

(6) That an Inter-Allied Commission of Experts, such as the 
Transportation Section of the Supreme Economic Council or the 
Reparations Commission, should be provided with the necessary 
powers to investigate on the spot all matters relating to the breaches 
of the Armistice above referred to, and to propose as quickly as pos- 
sible to the Supreme Council all such measures as may be necessary 
to ensure in this respect the execution of the clauses of the Armistice, 


*The Italian Military Representative dissents for reasons given in the Note 
attached. Annexure A. [Footnote in the original.] 
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on the understanding that these measures shall in no way prejudice 
the execution of the clauses of the Treaty of Peace. 


Gat. Benin, K. C. B., H. W. Srupp P. D. Locurmwer 
K. C. M. G. Brig-General, Military 

Military Military Representatwe, 
Representative, Representative, American Section, 
French Section, British Section, Supreme War Council 


Supreme War Council Supreme War Council 


Annexure A to S. W. C. 470 
Note by the Italian Permanent Military Representative 


The Italian Permanent Military Representative is unable to accept 
the Report of the French, British and American Military Representa- 
tives for the following main reasons :— 

(1) The question referred to the Permanent Military Representa- 
tives by the Supreme Council relates to the Armistice and must there- 
fore be dealt with as such, that is to say without reference to the Clauses 
of the Treaty of Peace, more especially as only the clauses of the 
Armistice are now in force, whereas the Treaty of Peace will not 
become valid until after ratification; 

(2) The French, British and American Permanent Military Repre- 
sentatives only admit the violation of the Armistice in a dubious man- 
ner, whereas not only does the Supreme Council clearly affirm this in 
its Resolution, but Austria herself has officially recognized the fact, 
so much so that she has already commenced the restitution of the 
Rolling Stock wrongfully removed ; 

(3) The restitution of the Rolling Stock wrongfully removed be- 
yond the line of the Armistice of 3rd November, 1918, must be made 
to the Allies and to the United States of America strictly in accord- 
ance with the letter and the spirit of the said Armistice, by “Allies” 
being understood those who were entitled to be so described at the 
date of the signature of the Armistice. The Report of the Permanent 
Military Representatives is not clear on this point; 

(4) It is necessary clearly to lay down that the material wrong- 
fully removed must be handed over to Italy, who will receive the same 
on behalf of the Allied and Associated Powers. No other Power can 
in fact be charged with the execution of the clauses of the Armistice 
of the 3rd November, 1918, which was concluded by Italy alone in the 
name of the Allied and Associated Powers. 

Uco. CavaLLERo 
Military Representative, 
Italian Section, 
Supreme War Council. 
VERSAILLES, 12 September, 1919. 
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[Report of the Naval Representatives of the Allied and Associated 
Powers] 


SUBMARINE ENGINEs AND Motors, SURRENDERED BY GERMANY IN PLACE 
or Certain SUBMARINES WuicH WERE Broken Ur 1n GERMAN 
Yarps or SUNK on Passace TO ENGLAND 


QUESTION OF DISPOSAL 


[1.] The British Admiralty has represented that certain machinery, 
which is described above, is being held in trust for the Allied Naval 
Armistice Commission. Owing to lack of space this material cannot 
all be placed under cover, and in view of the approach of winter 
weather it is liable to serious deterioration. Its disposal is, there- 
fore, an urgent matter. 

2. A detailed list of this material is given in Table I, which is 
attached.** A smaller amount, demanded by the Allied Naval Armi- 
stice Commission, but which has not yet arrived from Germany, is 
shown in Table I, a. 

3. A meeting of the Naval Representatives of the Allied and 
Associated Powers, to consider the question, was held at the French 
Ministry of Marine, Paris, on 11 September, 1919. 

4, It was unanimously decided :— 

(a) That the approval of the Supreme Council should be asked to 
carry out the division of the material in accordance with the 
accompanying list shown in Table II. 

(6) That this division should form no precedent for the division of 
other naval material surrendered by enemy Powers. 

(c) That the proposed division should be carried out as soon as 
possible after its approval by the Supreme Council. 


For 
N. A. McCutiy United States of America 
FULLER British Empire 
RonakcH France 
Ruspoii Italy 
Iba Japan 


Paris, 18 September, 1919. 


** Not attached to file copy of appendix D. 
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[Enclosure] 


TABLE II 


1919, VOLUME VIII 


Total H. P. available for distribution____ 72,260 H. P. 





Country Actual H. P. allocated 
Great Britain-_..-_-_________ 40, 140 plus 3, 000 
Wrance,.<t 52 10,360 “ 3,000 
italy cuss eee ee ee 5,860 “ 3,000 
U.S. A... Seen Oe 900 “ 8,000 
Japan Se ee ea “ 3, 000 
57, 260 15, 000 

Total Scere & ee ee 72, 260 














WU aS eee ae ee aces 8. 
8. Cammel Laird 
Ps Wallsend 
8. N. B. D. Co. 
P.& 8. Wallsend 
Pes Tl) we 6805" Cammel Laird 
& Cammel Laird 
38. 
au Barrow 
P, Barrow 
P. Barrow 
8. Barrow 
Py Barrow 
8. Barrow 
UI78 ce seee er tee 8. 
WO on13 2s 82s P. 





France 








U. 142 Ps 3,000 Barrow 
W149: So 3k 8. 3,000 | Wallsend 
Sade eres eee P. 8,000 | N. B. D. Co. 
Uy 168.25, Boece es P.&8, 1,200 | Wallsend 
UBI72 0s P.& 8. 630 | Barrow 
WO 3107. shee ee 8. 300 | Wallsend 
O.1G0: een ares. P.&8. 300 | Barrow 























1} Barrow. 1 charging engine at 
Wallsend and 1 charging motor 


at Cammel Lairds for U.145 





Cammel Laird 


Barrow 


Barrow 

Barrow 

Wallsend 

Barrow (marked for U. ©, 112) 

Barrow (marked for U. O. 113) 

Barrow 2 charging 

Barrow motors at Cammel Laird 

Barrow 

Barrow Not marked—probably 
for 1200 H. P. eng. 

Barrow 

Wallsend 





Barrow 1 charging Engine & 
1 Motor at Barrow 





Barrow 

N. B. D. Co. 
Barrow 
Barrow 
Barrow 
Wallsend 


Rebbe 
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Engine erected for sist oe Stored at Motor Stored at 
Italy 
Barrow 1 Charging Engine & 
U.178 Pe 3,000 Barrow 1 Motor at Barrow 
UG. MiGs sa oe ee P.&S. 300 | Barrow 4 | Wallsend 
116.<SES_ AR PE GES IE IU So EO Say SLL Sh ey ct 
UC.11 P.& 300 | Wallsend 1 | Barrow 
Sh rs ae Tee Ss 300 | Wallsend 1 } Wallsend 
UGs313s ees. es2e P.&8, 300 | Barrow 2 | Wallsend 
TOR Tees. cee k cece Pod 85 1, 200 | Wallsend 1 | Barrow 
ESS 6G 22 soe ee eee P.&8, 530 | Wallsend 2 | Barrow 
5, 860 
8, 860 12 
U.S.A. 
1433 4.3534. P 3,000 | Barrow Barrow _1 Charging Engine & 
Motor at Barrow 
300 | Barrow Wallsend 
600 | Cammel Laird 2 | Cammel Laird 
900 
3, 000 
ee ie tiaaeStOO0 line: wibamsaas | areas 
Japan 
N. B. D. Co, 1 ey. oe 


& Motor at N. B 





N. B. D. Co. kee? 








List OF ENGINES IN SUBMARINES WHICH HAVE ALREADY BEEN SENT TO JAPAN AND U. S. A. FOR 
PROPAGANDA PURPOSES 





If used Date of 


Country during | Commis- Surface Submerged 
War sion 
Japan: 
Orso. 2 Yes 1916 2 ep A. N. 6 cyl. 4 cycle Diesel 2000 ae Motors 1600 
ORS ek eo eee | eee aes ditto ditto 
2400 H. P. 1600 H. P. 
NOG 25 ees eee No 1918 No particulars 
Wi. ©. O0re- 2 = No 1918 eg 
Us: C995 2428 No 1918 ¢ 
Ui Bed eae ke Yes 1918 2 6 cyl 4 cycle Diesel. 1060 H. P. ? Motors 1000 H. P. 
eae 1452 soe No 1918 No particulars 
U.S.A. 
Ul 140 > = MESS Yes 1918 2 6cyl4cycle M. A. N. Diesel 4250 H. P.| ? Motors 3000 H. P, 
WO. Wyck vest Yes 1918 No particulars} 
14 eee oe Yes 1918 2 ape 6 cyl 4 cycle Diesel. 2400 | ? Motors 2000 H. P. 
U. B. 88....--- Yes 1918 | 2 6 cyl 4 cycle Diesel. 1060 H. P. ? Motors 1000 H. P. 
UBL 148F. No 1918 No particulars 
i. 


Oy 2s soee No 1918 No particulars 
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Appendix E to HD-63 
[Memorandum From the Drafting Committee] 


The Drafting Committee have the following observations to make: 


(1) In the actual circumstances it is perhaps difficult to speak of a 
blockade, it being understood: that the Powers have different views of 
the legality of a blockade without the existence of a state of war. 

(2) The measures proposed, involving the prohibition of all com- 
merce, of all financial relations and of all communications, extend be- 
yond the naval measures commonly called blockade. 

(3) On the other hand, if the Supreme Council is of opinion that 
coercive measures, quite outside any war action, are necessary against 
Soviet Russia, the principle enshrined in Article 16 of the Covenant 
of the League of Nations justifies as a means of coercion, the adoption 
by the Powers, who do not wish to resort to armed force, of economic 
pressure which consists in the immediate rupture of all financial or 
commercial relations, the prohibition of all intercourse, the cessation 
of all communications, financial, commercial or personal. 


The proposed scheme appears to be in conformity with the principle 
referred to above. 

The Drafting Committee add that in its opinion it would be advan- 
tageous to refer to this in the third paragraph of the scheme. 


Appendix F to HD-63 
[Translation **] 
BLOCKADE OF SOVIET RUSSIA 77 
I.—An Account in the “Stockholm Dagblog”, August 15, 1919 


On August first, the Swedish motorship Per, out of Sélderberg, 
reached Bjérk6, en route to Petrograd. The captain of said ship, John 
Froberg, applied immediately to the military authorities of Bjérké 
to inquire whether they were acquainted with the exact location of 
mine fields between Bjorké and Petrograd. 

The ship in question appearing suspicious, they proceeded to inspect 
its cargo and they discovered that it had on board 111 tons of clay 
tubes of gas, destined for the Soviet Government. Since Finland is 
in a state of war with the Bolsheviki, the cargo has been confiscated. 
Consequently, last Saturday they took the Swedish ship to Viborg, 
where the cargo has been landed. Because the tubes are sealed to- 
gether, they are going to open them at the end of the examination. 


* Translation from the French supplied by the editors. 
* Communication from the French Legation at Stockholm read to the Council 
by M. Seydoux, of the French Delegation. 
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The crew consists of 10 persons, of which two are women (all these 
persons are of Swedish nationality). 


Il.—Commumiqué Given to the Press by the Swedish Government 
(August 14) 


“The Ministry of Foreign Affairs announces that it has, after some 
time, obtained the necessary information to ascertain the views of 
the British and American authorities with regard to the prohibition 
against Swedish ships going to Petrograd. The Americans consider 
that the prohibition of any navigation to the coast of Soviet Russia 
exists at all times and assert that the rumor which has spread that 
an American vessel arrived at Petrograd with a cargo of foodstuffs 
is without any foundation. Such a definitive reply has not yet been 
given by the British; nevertheless it comes out in references that 
the Foreign Office concludes that all navigation to Russia is in fact 
impossible, the submarine mines rendering impracticable the entering 
of Petrograd.” 


IIl.— Communiqué Published September 17 


“Continuing the information already given concerning the im- 
possibility for Swedish ships to go to Russia, the Swenska Telegram 
Bureau, after questioning the Department of Foreign Affairs, has 
learned that the French authorities have likewise recognized that a 
blockade of the Gulf of Finland is maintained and that French war 
vessels were preventing ships destined for Petrograd from continuing 


their voyage.” 
IV 


The Minister of Foreign Affairs of Sweden has informed the Min- 
ister of France at Stockholm that as a fact no Swedish vessel would 
have made any effort to force the blockade except one boat, the 
Eskiltuna III, which was too small to be subjected to the obligations 
of an authorization to depart from Swedish waters. Since the time 
it sailed for its destination of Russia with a cargo of mowing ma- 
chines, there has been no news of it. The commandant of our naval 
division, whom I have questioned at the request of the Swedish Gov- 
ernment, has replied that as long as nothing has been learned of the 
fate of the Hskiltuna which had not yet been captured, possibly it has 
been sunk by a mine or been the victim of a storm. 


Appendix G to HD-63 


Note to the Neutral Governments 


[The same, except in French, as the note attached to appendix 
H to HD-60, printed on page 366. ] 
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Appendix H to HD-63 


(Translation) 


[Memorandum From the Drafting Committee] 
SEPTEMBER 29, 1919. 


Nore 


The Treaty of Peace with Austria changes the frontier between 
Austria and Hungary, but does not provide Commissions of De- 
limitation to fix upon the spot the line of the new frontier. 

There should be inserted in the Treaty of Peace with Hungary an 
article similar to those which were inserted for all the other new 
frontiers fixed by the Treaties: 

“A Commission of five (or seven) persons, three (or five) of whom 
will be appointed by the Principal Allied and Associated Powers, one 
by Hungary and one by Austria, will be set up fifteen days after the 
coming into force of the present Treaty, to settle on the spot the new 
frontier line described in Article ..., Paragraph... .” 


Appendix I to HD-63 


[Telegram From the American Representative on the Inter-Allied 
Military Commission at Budapest (Bandholtz) to the American 
Commission to Negotiate Peace] 


Bupapsst, September 24, 1919. 

| Received 7:03 p. m. 26th. 
88. Despite promise to deliver rifles and machine guns for distribu- 
tion by Mission as needed to organize police, Roumanian Commander 
today sent letter stating there would be additional delay of a week 
or more, and furthermore attached such conditions to delivery as 
to nullify its value. The Mission wrote him a letter to effect; that 
on nineteenth it had been explained to him that immediate organiza- 
tion of the local Police was urgent necessity, that he had promised to 
deliver ten thousand rifles and forty machine guns by twenty-third 
for distribution to Hungarian Police by this Mission assisted by Rou- 
manians, he had not kept his promise and that new and unheard of 
conditions that he had now attached to arms delivery were tanta- 
mount to refusal to assist, and that this Mission would hold him 
responsible for any disorder that might result from lack of suitably 
armed police and would notify the Supreme Council accordingly. 
It was proposed to add he could show his good intentions by giving 
at once three thousands rifles, I refused positively to place myself 
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or nation in a position to [of] dickering for three thousand rifles 
which might likewise be refused and was sustained by Colleagues. 
Roumanians have removed Friederich[’s] private telephone and 
seized auto, General Gorton requests that copy of foregoing as well 
as copy of my number 87 be furnished British Commission. 
BanvDHOutTz 


Paris Peace Conf. 180.03501/64 HD-64 


Notes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers Held in M. Pichon’s Room at the Quai d’Orsay, Paris, 
on Tuesday, September 30, 1919, at 10:30 a.m. 


PRESENT 
AMERIOA, 
UNITED STATES OF BriTisH EMPIRE FRANCE 
Hon. F, L. Polk Sir Eyre Crowe M. Clemenceau. 
: M. Pichon. 
Secretary Secretary Secretary 
Mr. L. Harrison. Mr. H. Norman. _=—S—__/— M.. Dutasta. 
“= M. Berthelot. 
M. de St. Quentin 
ITALY JAPAN 
M. Scialoja M. Matsui. 
Secretary Secretary 
M. Kawai. 
Joint Secretariat 
America, UniTep States or. . . Captain Chapin 
British Empire. ..... .. . Captain Hinchley-Cooke 
FRANCE 05 3 Gn en ee ol eee ES Massiclt 
IDaty (ese. Pe ees eee Zanchi-: 


Interpreter—M. Camerlynck. 


The following were also present for the items in which they were concerned: 


AMERICA, UNITED STATES OF 
Rear Admiral McCully 
Colonel Logan 

Colonel Browning 

Major Tyler 

Mr. HE. L. Dresel 


BrIt1IsH EMPIRE 
General Sackville-West 
Lt.-Col. Kisch 

Mr. McFadyean 

Mr. Ibbetson-James 
Mr. Forbes-Adam 

Mr. Bourdillon 


France 

M. Loucheur 

M. Clementel 

M. Tardieu 
General Weygand 
General Belin 

M. Laroche 

M. Kammerer 


ITAaty 
M. Brambilla. 
456 
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1. (The Council had before it a report of the Supreme War Council 
dated April 22nd, 1919, on the subject of cost of maintenance of the 
troops cf occupation in Rhenish territory. (See 
Gextet Allied Appendix “A”.)) 
poeatien’ M. Loucueovr explained that the question under dis- 
cussion was the cost of the armies of occupation from 
the signing of the Armistice until the ratification of the Peace Treaty. 
He then read and commented upon the report of April 22nd, sum- 
marizing the present status of the matter. 

An Allied Subcommission which had met at Spa had undertaken 
to define the phrase “expenses of maintenance of the troops of occu- 
pation” (“dépenses d’entretien des troupes d’oceupation”). This body 
had decided upon the following definition for this phrase: 


“During the present Armistice, which includes war occupation, by 
expenditures for the upkeep of the troops of occupation of the Rhenish 
territories, are meant all the expenditures imposed upon the Allied 
Governments for the daily life of the occupying troops as well as 
all those brought about by the obligation of maintaining constantly the 
fixed effective of these troops and to keep them in such a state as to 
allow them at any time to resist an aggression or to resume hostilities 
immediately.” 


Upon the basis of this definition, the expenses of maintenance had 
been determined upon at the following rates per man per day: 


For the French Army, Fes. 16.60 

For the Belgian Army, Fes. 16.13 

For the British Army, Fes. 17.06 

For the American Army, Fes. 31.14 (The dollar 
figured at Fes. 5.70). 


During the course of the discussions the Belgian and later, the 
British delegates had agreed upon the adoption of an average uniform 
figure for all the occupying armies, and which would be the cost of 
maintenance of one man per day for the French Army. The Amer- 
ican delegate had inclined to adopt this solution, but General Pershing 
subsequently rigorously opposed the same. The Conferences at Spa, 
therefore, had resulted in a disagreement. 

The question thereafter came before the Reparations Commission, 
but the same differences of opinion arose in this body. In his capacity 
as president of the Committee for the Organization of the Repara- 
tions Commission, he now wished to bring the matter before the Coun- 
cil for decision. 

The opinion of the French delegation was based on the following 
arguments: In the first place, when the Council created the Commis- 
sion for the Left Bank of the Rhine, in which the United States was 
represented by General Bliss and Mr. J. W. Davis, the British Empire 
by Lord Robert-Cecil and Field-Marshal Wilson, France by Marshal 
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Foch and M. Loucheur, the question of the cost of maintenance of the 
armies of occupation had arisen. At various times during the dis- 
cussion the Commission had thought that it would be well to adopt the 
French price as an average figure. Marshal Foch had even suggested 
that it would be well to adopt a lower figure for the cost of mainte- 
nance of the armies of occupation after the ratification of the Peace 
Treaty, and only include within the phrase “expenses of maintenance 
to be borne by Germany”, the cost of food and billeting. It had been 
upon this basis that the calculations had been made to reach the sum © 
of 240,000,000 marks gold yearly, as the maximum cost of maintenance 
of the armies of occupation after the ratification of the Peace Treaty. 
This figure had been agreed upon in a proclamation which had been 
signed on June 16th, 1919 by President Wilson, M. Clemenceau and 
Mr. Lloyd-George (C. F.73 A. Minute 2 and Appendix).1 Mr. Lloyd- 
George had even expressed the opinion that it would be well to reduce 
the cost of this maintenance to the minimum. 

These arguments appeared to him to be sound, and he added that 
wherever the question of reaching an average figure had arisen in 
the Peace Treaty, the French figure had been adopted, as, for ex- 
ample, in the matter of pensions and allowances. He therefore 
strongly urged that the French rate be adopted in this instance, 
and that it be taken as a basis for calculating the cost of maintain- 
ing the armies, not only before the ratification of the Treaty (total 
maintenance), but also after such ratification (partial maintenance). 

Mr. Poix asked whether the figures agreed upon by President Wil- 
son applied to the cost of upkeep of the armies after the ratification 
of the Treaty. 

M. Loucuevr answered that this was the case, and he added that 
it applied more especially from the moment at which Germany car- 
ried out the military obligations incumbent upon her by the Treaty. 

Mr. Potk said that he had always believed that the question at 
issue was the same during the entire period. of occupation; namely, 
that each occupying country should be paid its expenses of occupa- 
tion by Germany. The cost of maintenance of the American Army 
during the armistice had amounted to a certain figure, and this Ger- 
many was called upon to repay. M. Loucheur’s suggestion appeared 
to him to place a new interpretation ‘upon the matter, as he had 
always believed up to the present time that the total cost of main- 
tenance was under discussion, and not merely the cost of food and 
billets. . 

M. Lovouzur said that a slight misunderstanding was apparent. 
The French proposition had been that it was necessary to make a 
distinction between the maintenance’ prior to the ratification of the 


* Vol. vi, pp. 521 and 522. 
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‘Treaty and that subsequent thereto. The difficulty of the situation 
lay in another direction. The fact existed that the American soldier 
cost his Government Fes. 31.14, while the French soldier cost only 
Fes. 16.60. What he asked was that, in order to make a calculation 
as to what Germany should pay each occupying Power, the same 
figure should be taken as a basis for each of the Allied Armies. He 
remarked further that when the same question had arisen regarding 
the pensions called for as part of the reparations, it had been agreed 
that the calculation should be made on the basis of the French rate. 

Mr. Porx said that the matter resolved itself into ascertaining 
how much the American Armies cost the United States. The ques- 
tion was not one between the United States and its Allies, but rather 
between the United States and Germany. The situation would not 
be helped by the fact that the French and Belgian Governments 
were reimbursed in full for their expenses, while the United States 
was but partially repaid. The result would he that the American 
Treasury Department would be obliged to pay the difference, with 
the consequent danger that further burdens might be placed upon 
the American taxpayer. The moment the latter discovered that they 
would be obliged to pay a portion of the expenses of maintaining an 
army of occupation, they would demand the recall of this force. 

M. Lovucueovr said that the matter was one which interested all the 
Allies in general, for it was Germany who was called upon to pay. 
The more money which Germany was obliged to use in paying for the 
armies of occupation, the less she would have for the reparations 
claims. 

Mr. Poux answered that he believed the United States would consent 
to accept reimbursement for the time being upon the basis of the 
average figure determined upon (French rate). The difference be- 
tween the sum thus reimbursed and the actual cost of maintenance 
might be included in the sums due the United States by way of 
reparations. 

M. Loucuevr called attention to the fact that, as the Treaty im- 
posed an absolute priority for the sums representing the costs of main- 
taining the armies of occupation, the difficulty would not be done 
away with. 

Mr. Potx replied that he would be willing to waive the priority for 
that portion of the expenses of maintenance which would be included 
in the reparations figure. The all important point was that the Amer- 
ican Treasury Department should not have to defray any of the 
expenses of the armies of occupation. 

M. Loucuevr said that in view of the propositions which Mr. Polk 
had put forward, he would like to study the matter somewhat more 
fully. His only wish in that question had been not to prejudice the 


reparations account. 
510124—46—voL. vi1I——30 
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M. Picnon drew the attention of the Council to the fact that, at the 
time the rate of allowance for the officers of the Commission of Control 
had been determined upon, it had been expressly stated that Germany 
would be called upon to pay the same, but not the salaries of the 
officers.? 

Sir Eyre Crows said that the British delegate on the subcommission 
at Spa had stated that he would accept the compromise figure if the 
same were accepted by all the Governments involved, but that no 
definite decision had been given in the matter. He thought that in 
view of the attitude of the United States, the British Government 
would stand by its first proposal, as it was not favorably disposed 
to sustaining a burden for the maintenance of its armies of occupation. 
The question at issue was very complicated and raised many technical 
points. He wished to know to what competent body the Council 
thought of referring the matter. 

M. Loucuevr said that there was a body already in existence; 
namely, the Subcommission for the Cost of the Armies of Occupation, 
which was attached to the Committee on the Organization of the 
Reparations Commission. 

(It was decided: 

that the question of the cost of the armies of occupation should be 
referred to the special subcommission of the Committee on the Organi- 
zation u the Reparations Commission for further examination and 
report. 


2. GunERAL Weycanp read and commented upon a memorandum 
from the Commander-in-Chief of the Allied Armies, dated September 
24th, (See Appendix “B”). 

The Lithuanians had asked for permission to receive 


Proposed r i ! 
By Cer ar eo 50,000 litres of fuel oil which Germany was in a posi- 
Leos tion to turn over to them. From a military point of 


view, Marshal Foch had raised no objections to this 
request, but a political question was involved therein; namely, that of 
trading with the enemy, and this was beyond the Marshal’s jurisdic- 
tion. Should the delivery be sanctioned, it was necessary that ade- 
quate steps should be taken to insure the fact that the Germans 
themselves should not be benefited by this fuel oil. 

Mr. Pot asked whether any guarantee actually existed that a mili- 
tary organization under German control would not profit by the 
delivery. 

M. Ciemenceav suggested that the matter could await the ratifica- 
tion of the Peace Treaty, at which time the Allies would be in a posi- 
tion to supervise the delivery. 


* HD-32, minute 11, vol. viz, p. 707; HD-58, minute 3, ante, p. 305. 
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Sm Eyre Crows said that the British Military Authorities agreed 
with General Weygand, but that there were two difficulties in the 
situation. In the first place, the Council would be deciding to au- 
thorize a delivery of fuel oil at the same moment that it had resolved 
upon the exercise of economic pressure on Germany; and in the sec- 
ond place, no information was at hand as to whether an actual guar- 
antee could be had that the oil would not benefit Germans in the 
Baltic Provinces. He proposed that Allied Representatives in these 
provinces should be asked whether, if the Council were to authorize 
the delivery, they could guarantee that it would not benefit the Ger- 
mans. 

(It was decided: 

to request the Marshal, Commander-in-Chief of the Allied Armies 
to ascertain from the Allied Military Authorities in the Balkan 
[Baltic?| States whether the latter were able to guarantee that 
such oil, as the Allied and Associated Governments might authorize 
to be delivered to the Lithuanians, should not fall into the hands of 
German organizations.) 


3. (The Council had before it a memorandum of the Supreme 
Economic Council dated September 29th, 1919. (See Appendix “C”).) 
Petter ies M. Crementen said that the Supreme Economic 
Boren Cee Council had created a Supply Committee whose func- 


eisien core 
o the Procedure 7 1 1 
won tion was to insure that the Allies should not become 


for the Supply of i 1 
toe Serre, competitors in the world markets for the purchase 


Raw Material 1 } 7 1 
user cad of articles of prime necessity. At the time when the 
Austria Germans and Austrians are to be allowed to make 


purchases on their own account the Supreme Economic Council be- 
lieved that it would be advantageous to prevent the former enemies 
from competing with the Allies in the markets, and thus contributing 
to a rise in the prices of indispensable articles. For this reason the 
Supreme Economic Council believed that the Committee of Supply 
should be consulted regarding the German requests. The problem 
had already arisen in matters of finance and shipping, at which time 
it was decided that the competent Commissions should be responsible 
to the Supreme Economic Council with regard to the requests of 
the Allies, and to the Reparations Commission relative to the applica- 
tions made by the Germans, because it was to the latter Commission 
that the German requests would be made. The United States of 
America was not represented at the present time on the Supreme 
Economic Council, a most regrettable fact, but they were represented 
on the Committee for the Organization of the Reparations Commis- 
sion. They might, therefore, be represented on the Supply Com- 
mittee on behalf of the Reparations Commission. The other Allies 
might be represented both from the point of view of the Reparations 
Commission and of the Supreme Economic Council. In this manner 
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one single Commission, on which all the Allies were represented, would 
be competent to deal with the situation. 

Mr. Pox said that he regretted his inability to accept at the present 
time the proposal put forward by M. Clementel. He had talked with 
Mr. Hoover prior to the departure of the latter and they had both been 
of the opinion that the United States should not be represented on the 
Supreme Economic Council. On the other hand, they should be 
represented for all questions of reparations. The matters within the 
jurisdiction of the Supreme Economic Council, such as division of 
foodstuffs and coal, were questions which were of vital importance to 
Europe but not of interest to the United States. Consequently, the 
latter had no need of representation in this body. It was only on the 
Reparations Commission that the American Representatives could ad- 
vantageously function. Therefore, in view of Mr. Hoover’s opinion, 
and also that of the American Treasury Department, he was unable 
to agree with M. Clementel at the present time. - 

M. CiemeEntex replied that it was not a question of asking the 
United States to take part in the work of the Supreme Economic 
Council, however greatly this might be desired. The matter was 
simply to know whether the buyers of the Supreme Economic Council 
were to ignore the German and Austrian purchasers, and whether or 
not these two groups were to become competitors. 

Mr. Pox said that he had realized that the question would come up 
for discussion in the Council and had therefore telegraphed his Gov- 
ernment for instructions in advance. These had not yet been received, 
and until they should be he was unable to take any decision in the 
matter. He therefore requested that the discussion be adjourned, 
but said that in the interval Mr. Dresel and Colonel Logan might 
discuss the matter with M. Clementel. 

(The discussion of the proposal of the Supreme Economic Council 
regarding the procedure to be followed for the supply of foodstuffs 
and raw materials to Germany and Austria was adjourned.) 

4, (The Council had before it a note of the Supreme Economic 
Council dated September 20th, 1919. (See Appendix “D”.) 

(At the request of Mr. Polk, the detailed examina- 


Hee of she tion of this note was adjourned until such time as the 
on the Gye proposal of the Supreme Economic Council for the 
ion supply of foodstuffs and raw materials to Germany 


and Austria should be considered.) 
5. (The Council had before it a note of the Supreme Economic 
Council requesting the appointment by the United States of America 
of an arbitrator for the distribution of shipping on 

Atbiteators for the Danube (See Appendix “E”).) 
Tonnage on the Mr. CremEnten said that article 300 of the Peace 

iver Danube . . . 

Treaty with Austria provided for the appointment by 
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the United States of America of one or several arbitrators, whose 
duties would be to distribute among the interested parties the tugs 
and other vessels forming part of the commercial fleet of the Danube 
River. In a telegram from Budapest, Admiral Troubridge urgently 
requested that the American Arbitrator provided for in the Treaty 
should begin his work as quickly as possible. The Supreme Economic 
Council therefore asked that the United States hasten the appoint- 
ment of its arbitrators. 

Mr, Porx said that the Austrian Treaty had not yet been ratified 
by any Government. He would take the responsibility of naming an 
arbitrator but he did not believe that such an appointment would result 
to any good effect in view of the fact that Austria itself had not yet 
ratified the Treaty. Sir Eyre Crowe had called his attention to the 
fact that a similar article existed in the German Treaty and that, fol- 
lowing the ratification of this document by Germany, a special ar- 
rangement had been made and an arbitrator nominated. The same 
procedure might be followed in this instance with regard to Austria 
without waiting for the ratification by the American Senate. Colonel 
Logan could take up the question with Mr. Clementel. 

It was decided : 

that Colonel Logan should confer with Mr. Clementel with regard 
to the nomination of the American Arbitrators provided for by article 
300 of the Austrian Peace Treaty (Distribution and Control of ship- 
ping on the Danube). 


6. (The Council had before it two letters from Mr. Venizelos dated 

August 22nd and September 28th respectively (See Appendices “F” 
and “G”.).) 

et the Mr. BerTHetort read and commented upon the letter 


Greek Delegation 
ea of September 28th. 


Composition atid Mr. Porx remarked that the question had been 
eee raised, while Mr. Balfour was sitting in the Council, 
Smyrna as to the exact powers of the Greek Officer who had 


been authorized to follow the labors of the Commis- 
sion of Inquiry at Smyrna. 
Sir Eyre Crows said that a resolution in this matter had been taken 
by the Council on August 14th (See H. D. 31, Minute No. 3),° as 
follows: 


“Tt was decided: 


that the ippevens decisions of the Council (See H. D. 12, article 
#:5)4 should be explained to the High Commissioner at Constantinople 
in the sense that the Greek Representative should not be present at 
the meetings of the Commission of Inquiry at Smyrna. All necessary 


Vol. vil, p. 687. 
‘Toid., p. 238. 
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data should be communicated to him, however, and similar facilities 
should be given to a Turkish Representative, if subsequently 
appointed.” 


Mr. Berruevor answered that Mr. Venizelos maintained that the 
Allied Commissioners had kept Colonel Mazarakis completely in ig- 
norance of their labors and have not even furnished him with the 
minutes of their meetings. 

Mr. CLemMENcEAU said that this appeared excessive. A telegram 
should be sent at once to Constantinople instructing that the minutes 
should be communicated to the Greek Representative and, should the 
latter have any complaints to make thereon, he should present the 
same to the Commission. The attention of the representatives should 
also again be drawn to the former resolutions of the Council in the 
matter. 

It was decided: 

(1) that the minutes of the meetings of the Commission on Inquiry 
at Smyrna, including the testimony of witnesses, should be com- 
municated to the Greek Representative attached to this Commission; 

(2) that said Representative should be asked and permitted to no- 
tify the Commission of any criticisms which he desired to formulate 
regarding the matters in question. 


7. (The Council had before it a memorandum from the British 
Delegation dated August 11th, 1918 [7919], (See appendix “H”).) 

Str Eyre Crowe said that the events at Smyrna had 

British Proposal indisputably called forth a certain number of com- 


for the Investi- i . ; 
gation of Com- plaints against the Greek and Turkish Governments. 


laints Arisin 
Through thetnei- "The Commission of Inquiry which had been appointed 
might form a sub-commission on the ground to deal 
with these protests. It might be, however, that such a proposal was 
now too late as a telegram had been received from the British High 
Commissioner at Constantinople, dated September 8th, stating that 
the Greeks had already formed such a Commission. In view of this 
fact he asked that the Council permit him to telegraph Constantinople 
for further information and to await the receipt of this before for- 
mally presenting his proposal. 

(The study of the British proposal was adjourned until such time 
as Sir Eyre Crowe should receive additional information.) 

8. Mr. Pork said that it would be as well to adjourn this matter 
ae pending the receipt of an answer from the Swedish 
Aa tanditatnnda Government on the subject of the Blockade of Soviet 

Russia. 
(The question was adjourned.) 
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9. (The Council had before it a report of the Baltic Commission 
. dated August 25th, 1919, in this matter, (See Ap- 
Questions of * ors) 
Hehe pei BY) 5 
Mr. Kammerer read from and commented upon 
the report in question and said that the Commission had not made any 
proposal to the Council. They asked merely whether, despite the 
absence of a responsible Russian Government and regardless of the 
fact that Petchenga was situated in Russian territory, they might 
be allowed to study the means of giving satisfaction to the desires 
of Finland. 

Mr. CLemenceav answered that he was prepared to authorize the 
Commission to make such a study, but that neither he nor any of his 
colleagues at the present time recognized their right to dispose of 
Russian territory. 

Mr. Kamerer remarked that in 1862 a discussion had taken place 
between the Governments of Finland and of Imperial Russia for the 
cession of the port of Petchenga to Finland. An agreement had been 
reached but had not been executed and its validity was even open to 
doubt. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that the Council might later have to discuss 
the question with the Finns and it would be well to have a solution 
ready at that time. 

(It was decided: 

that the Baltic Commission should be authorized to make a study of 
the ways and means by which the claims of Finland for a modification 
of its frontiers in Karelia and the district of Petchenga might receive 
satisfaction.) 


(The meeting then adjourned) 
Horen Cron, Paris, September 30, 1919. 


Appendix A to HD-64 


Report of Supreme War Council, April 22, 1919, Relative to Cost for 
Maintenance of Troops of Occupation in Rhenish Territory 


Translation 


SUPREME WAR COUNCIL 
MILITARY REPRESENTATIVE 


Versaiiies, April 22, 1919. 
Report RELATIVE TO THE Cost FOR THE MAINTENANCE OF THE TROOPS OF 
OccuPaTION IN RuENISsH TERRITORY 


According to the terms of Article 9 of the Armistice Convention 
of November 11, 1918, “the upkeep of the troops of occupation in the 
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Rhenish territories (not including Alsace-Lorraine) is at the charge 
of the German Government.” 

An Interallied sub-Commission sitting at Spa was asked by the 
Marshal, Commander-in-Chief of the Allied Armies to define the 
exact meaning of the expression “upkeep of the troops” and to de- 
termine the scope of the obligation which would thus result for 
Germany. 

DEFINITION OF THE EXPENDITURES OF UPKEEP 


The members of the sub-Commission have unanimously decided 
upon the following terms: 


“During the present Armistice, which includes war occupation, by 
expenditures for the upkeep of the troops of occupation of the Rhenish 
territories, are meant all the expenditures imposed upon the Allied 
Governments for the daily life of the occupying troops as well as all 
those brought about by the obligation of maintaining constantly the 
fixed effective of these troops and to keep them in such a state as to 
allow them at any time to resist an aggression or to resume hostili- 
ties immediately.” 

“It results from this definition that the expenditures of upkeep 
must include not only those pertaining to the alimentation of the’ 
Se and of the animals, their lodging and their cantonment, 

ut also those caused by their salary and the accessories.—Salaries, 
quarters, heat, light, clothing, equipment and harnessing,—armament 
and rolling material—aviation, treatment of the sick and wounded, 
veterinary service and remount service, service of transport of every 
kind (railroad, maritime and fluvial transportation, motor trucks, 
etc.) that of communication across France and, in a general way, all 
the expenditures for all the administrative or technical services whose 
functioning is necessary for the instruction of the troops and for the 
maintenance of their effectives and of their military power.” 


This definition gave rise to no observation on the part of Marshal 
Foch nor on the part of the members of the Peace Conference. 


EVALUATION OF COSTS 


The sub-Commission of Spa has, according to this definition, de- 
termined average daily cost in each army per officer, per man and 
per animal and by multiplying it by the effectives have determined 
the cost by day and by month. 

The total expenditure per month has thus been evaluated at a little 
more than 600,000,000 francs.* No difference of opinion came out 
on the subject of that calculation. 


CONDITIONS IN WHICH THE PAYMENT SHALL BE MADE BY GERMANY 


Considering the amount of the costs which, at the end of the fourth 
month of occupation, will have reached about two and a half billion 





* See the detail of it on table No. 1 appended. [Footnote in the original. The 
table appears as “Table A” in the Department’s files. ] rete 
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francs, and considering that it is materially impossible to ask Germany 
for the immediate payment of such a sum, the Marshal Commander- 
in-Chief of the Allied Armies was led to look for the means of estab- 
lishing a distinction between the various expenditures included in the 
definition of the upkeep costs. 


—a first category of expenditures corresponding to the alimentation 
of men and animals should alone be immediately paid by Germany. 

—a second category including all the other expenditures brought 
about by the upkeep of the troops of occupation should be paid later 
by the enemy as war costs. 


For the evaluation of the expenses of the first category, the Marshal 
considered that an average daily evaluation of 6 francs per man and 3 
francs per animal could be admitted, the same for all the allied armies. 

This solution was studied by the sub-Commission of Spa. 

In the first session held at Spa, on February 23rd, the Delegates of 
the various Allied Armies agreed without any serious objections. 

But in the two later sessions of the same said sub-Commission, held 
in Paris on February 27 and 28th, various Delegates raised objections. 

The British Delegates considered that, from the point of view of 
payment, it was not advisable to make a distinction between the vari- 
ous categories of expenditures included in the definition of upkeep 
expenditures. 

If the Germans cannot pay in its entirety every periodic payment, 
the sums that they shall be able to pay shall be received as payment on 
account to be deducted from the total periodic payments, but not as a 
complete liquidation of certain categories of expenditures. 

They accept the adoption of a single daily price for all the armies, 
and which shall be the French price. 

The British Military Representative at Versailles calls attention to 
the fact that the transaction proposed by the British representative on 
February 28th is valid only if all the armies of occupation accept the 
French daily rate. That rate has not been accepted by General Per- 
shing in his letter of March 8th.' As a consequence, the British pro- 
posal is not maintained. 

The British thesis is the following: the integral bill for upkeep can- 
not be divided, such as it has been established and distributed for each 
of the Allied and Associated Armies, no part of that bill of upkeep 
can be settled by payment on account by Germany. In other words, 
the upkeep bill as a whole is entitled to the priority of the German 
payment. 

This opinion seems to have been adopted by the Supreme Council 
since: article V of the clauses relative to the reparations, accepted 
by the Supreme Council, stipulates the payment of a certain sum 


* Post, p. 468. 
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in gold in 1919 and in 1920 “out of this sum the expenditures of 
the army of occupation since the Armistice shall first be paid, pro- 
vided that the supply in food and raw materials which the Allied 
and Associated Governments shall deem essential to allow Germany 
to meet their obligations of reparation, can be paid out of the said 
sum, with the approval of the Allied and Associated Governments.” 

The American Delegate is of the opinion that the expenditures 
of the troops of occupation should be established en bloc according 
to the definition admitted and the immediate payment of the great- 
est possible part of the sum to be paid on that account by Germany 
should be insisted upon immediately and divided among the Allies 
proportionally to the total claim for each army. 

On March 6th [8h], in a letter to Marshal Foch, General Per- 
shing writes what follows: 


“March 8, 1919. 

My dear Marshal: Since the question of the upkeep of the troops 

of occupation has been submitted to me, I have the honor of inform- 
ing you that my ideas on that subject are the following :— 


1) The upkeep expenditures such as they are defined in the 
minutes of the session of the Armistice’ sub-Commission of 
January 9, 1919, representing [represent?] the obligations as- 
sumed by Germany toward the United States. 

2. Considering that the average daily up-keep of the Ameri- 
can Army is higher than that of the other armies, the United 
States cannot accept that the French average daily up-keep 
expenses be taken as a base in estimating the German obliga- 
tions towards the United States. 

3. Considering that Germany is not in a position at the pres- 
ent time to assume the total of her obligations towards the 
United States, the United States accepts for the time being, 
to receive payments from Germany on account, in the same 
proportion as those that Germany is to pay per man and per 
horse to the Allied Governments. 

4. The sums received from Germany in execution of the pro- 
visions specified in paragraph 3, shall be credited by the total 
of the sums due, but shall not be imputed as complete or partial 
liquidation of certain accounts or of special expenses. 

5. The United States reserves, and shall reserve the right to 
collect from Germany all balances due at the present time or 
in the future on German obligations which shall not have been 
already liquidated; this collection may be made from any 
source; either from the funds or properties in possession of the 
United States, or any others which might in the opinion of the 
United States be or become available. 


The preceding conclusions have the approbation of the Financial 
Councillor of the United States at Paris. 


Pershing 
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General Bliss, American Military Representative at Versailles, 
wishes to have the following considerations added: 


“The solution of the question as to how much each Allied or Associ- 
ated Power should receive according to the Armistice terms with 
Germany, for the upkeep of their armies in occupied German territory, 
seems to me to have been the object of a confusion resulting from the 
introduction of an outside question. I understand that an objection 
might be raised by the Germans against this or that interpretation 
of the French work upkeep (entretien), but I cannot understand why 
there should be any difference of opinion among the Allied or Associated 
Governments. 

This difficulty seems to have arisen from the fact that our efforts 
have been directed to arriving at a definition of the Interallied word 
‘entretien’ while in reality, for each Government this word means: 
the cost of ‘the upkeep’ of its own army. All that this Govern- 
ment has the right to exact under the heading ‘upkeep’ should be 
collectable by this Government, notwithstanding the fact that the 
sum collected might vary according to the army. 

Another difficulty seems to arise from the belief on the part of 
some that whatever amounts may be recovered by the respective Gov- 
ernments constitute a credit for these Governments, when they are 
simply reimbursements of justified expenses which they have in- 
curred. Therefore, I observe in one of these documents that it is 
stated if we exact under the heading ‘Maintenance’ anything else 
but subsistence and lodging, the British and notably the American 
Government will receive more considerable sums than the French 
Government. This fact deserves consideration if the sums thus levied 
by the respective Governments are to go to their treasuries as profit, 
thus increasing the total sum, which was already on hand. Truly, 
the payments effected by each Government under the heading ‘Main- 
tenance’ of its army of occupation, produce a void in the coffers, 
more considerable in one coffer than in the other. But in any case 
the sums collected simply fill the gaps, whatever they are, leaving 
each treasury in the state where it was before. For the needs of the 
special question interesting us, it is of little importance that the 
pay of an army be more or less higher than that of another army; 
it is of no more importance that an army of occupation be more 
important than another. The fact pure and simple is that the occu- 
pation ended, unless all the expenses be reimbursed by Germany, the 
deficit created in the coffers of a Government could virtually be filled 
by means of a reimbursement effected by Germany, when the deficit 
of the treasury of another Government would continue to exist. 

The acceptance of the proposed French definition on the meaning 
of the word ‘Maintenance’ really means that the United States are 
requested to contribute to [séc] a certain considerable sum taken 
from its treasury. To whom shall this sum be paid? Certainly not 
to the Germans, for it is known that we have the intention of exact- 
ing from the Germans the very last cent that we can get from them. 
To whom then shall be destined this contributed sum? Evidently to 
those Allies who are expecting according to the conditions of the 
Peace Treaty to obtain a contribution on the part of Germany. 

The question therefore becomes not a question of definition of 
‘Maintenance’, but of policy. As American, and in order to reach 
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a decision on the line of conduct to follow, I should like to know 
what proportion of the contribution that I must impose upon my- 
self will go to Great Britain, what proportion will go respectively 
to Belgium, France, Italy, and to Japan. I should like to know if 
I must impose upon myself a contribution to the profit of these 
Powers with the exception of Belgium and France and for these 
two latter countries, for what sum I should tax myself to the profit 
of one and how much to the profit of the other. re 

My opinion is the following: the United States participate[d] to 
[¢n?| the common cause under the form of the totality of their expenses 
in the maintenance of their armies during the war. I do not see why 
the United States should pay the maintenance expenses of their army 
of occupation during the armistice and after the signing of the Peace 
Treaty, when these expenses should be paid by Germany. I am of 
the opinion that like the other Governments, the United States had the 
right to exact the payment of all their expenses for their army of 
occupation and to recover as much of the amount of these expenses 
that we can make Germany pay. I beg you to recall that there is 
another considerable expense that the United States would have the 
right to exact payment from Germany. ‘The United States are be- 
ginning to replace gradually their considerable army raised by con- 
scription, at present in German territories, by volunteer troops taken 
from the regular army. These troops must be transported at great 
expense from the United States to Germany. When their presence 
in Germany will no longer be needed, they must be transported back 
to the United States. These operations are in a large measure effected 
to the profit of the Allied and Associated Powers and not to that of 
the United States. Nevertheless, the United States have not the 
intention of presenting the bill for this transportation to Germany. 
If after the settlement effected by Germany, the United States desired 
to attribute this sum to one or the other of their Allies, they will have 
the option of doing so; but they will have the privilege of choosing 
which one of the Allies shall bear this contribution. To insist that 
these Just expenses remain unpaid by Germany, simply to allow our 
Allies to take possession of them and to share them amongst them- 
selves, does not seem reasonable to me, nor to any other American. 
The American Military Representative adheres therefore to the mean- 
ing of the phrase ‘maintenance costs’ such as has been defined in the 
minutes of the Session of the sub-committee on the Armistice of 
January 9, 1919, and accepted by the Commander-in-Chief of the 
American Expeditionary Corps in his letter addressed to the Marshal, 
i910 Lites OX sana of the Allied Armies, under date of March 8, 


Belgian opinion—The Belgian Delegate while accepting the defi- 
nition on January 9, and preferring the immediate payment of all 
expenses if possible, is disposed to accept the immediate payment 
of the expenses of the first category, such as defined by Marshal 
Foch and to postpone to a later date the payment of the other ex- 
penses which would be inscribed under the chapter “War Expenses”. 
If the solution to divide the expenses into two categories were 
accepted, the Belgian Delegate is disposed to accept a general and 
average rate based upon the average rate of the French army. 
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French opinion—The French Delegate shares the viewpoint of the 
Belgian Delegate. 

Italian opinion—The Italian Military Representative set forth 
today that the Italian contingent having been sent in the occupied 
territory since March 12, 1919, there is reason to comprise the main- 
tenance costs of these troops in the total of the expenses which 
Germany shall reimburse as costs for the maintenance of the armies 
of occupation in Germany. 

On this subject, the Italian Military Representative states that 
he is of the same opinion as the French Delegate, that is to say that the 
expenses should be divided into two categories: 

A—one of which is payable immediately (food and cantonments). 

B—the second shall be paid later as “War Expenses”. The average 


daily cost of each category can be figured for the Italian troops in 
the same measure as for the French troops. 


The French Military Representative to the 8S. W. C. 
BELIN 
The British Military Representative to the 8. W. C. 
SACKVILLE-WEST 
The Italian Military Representatiwe to the 8. W. C. 
Renzo Toni 
The American Military Representative to the S. W. C. 
Buiss 


[Enclosure] 


Table A 


EXPENSES 





Average Daily Cost 


Per Officer Per Man 








Armies ates oS ewe iS, eee 
Per Officer| Per Man | Per Horse 
Not including} Including 
expenses of expenses of 
animals animals 
FrenchsArmy o27 12 22652. 33. 60 13. 92 6. 56 14. 54 16. 61 
Belgian Army =.-—-: +:..--= 26. 22 13. 81 6. 15 14, 319 16. 127 
PritisheArmy =. 2-5- 2 = 38. 96 14. 34 6. 19 15. 52 17. 06 
American Army-_---------- 52.48 | 28. 34 8. 63 29. 38 31. 14 


we epee ee ld eg ee 
(1) The expenses included in the above table are as follows: 


Subsistence of personnel and of animals—lodging and cantonments— 

(a) pay and accessories—quarters, heat and light—clothes—equipment and harness— 
armament and rolling stock—(Maintenance and normal wear)—aeronautics (Maintenance 
and normal usage)—ceare of sick and wounded—veterinary and remount services—transport 


ices of all kinds—lines of communication. 
Pocsy [(b)] Are not included in the valuation of the expenses only the accessories and 


small objects that the Allies are called upon to furnish, it being understood that lodging and 
cantonment in the full sense of the word are furnished in kind by the German Government 
and according to proceeding in force in the German army. 

Norn. These figures are subject to modification following increases in pay and the cost 
of living. ’ 
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Note From Marshal Foch Relative to the Delivery of Petroleum by 
Germany to Lithuania 
COMMANDER-IN-CHIEF 
OF THE 


ALLIED ARMIES 
GENERAL STAFF 


General Direction of Army 
Supplies and Communications 
No. 153, C.R.F. 
G. H. Q. September 24, 1919. 


Nore For THE SUPREME CoUNCIL oF THE ALLIED AND ASSOCIATED Powers 


Marshal Foch, Commander-in-Chief of the Allied Armies, has been 
informed by the Military Section of the British Delegation in Paris 
of a request made by the Lithuanians asking authorization to receive 
50,000 litres of petroleum which the German Commissariat in Berlin 
is willing to cede to them. 

This cession is requested by the Lithuanians for their army. 

The Commander-in-Chief of the Allied Armies has the honor to 
submit this question for the decision of the Supreme Council of the 
Allied and Associated Powers, with the advice that, if the cession is 
authorized, it is indispensable that measures be taken which will guar- 
antee that the petroleum will be received by the Lithuanian authorities 
and not by an organization under German control. 

Major-General 
WEYGAND 
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SUPREME ECONOMIC COUNCIL 


Parts, September 29, 1919. 
Note for the Supreme Council 


The Supreme Council has forwarded to the Supreme Economic 
Council, with a request for their views, a note, copy of which is hereto 
annexed,® and which was addressed to the Council by the Organiza- 
tion Committee of the Reparations Commission, on the procedure to 
be followed for the examination of the German demands for supplies 
in alimentary stuffs and raw materials. 

The Supreme Economic Council examined, at the same time, a report 
which was made to them by the Interallied Consultative Committee 
on provisioning regarding the same request which had been entrusted 
to it by the French and British Governments. The Council also 


* Does not accompany the minutes. 
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examined a letter from the Austrian Delegation relative to the needs 
of that Country, in which a report had been established by the Con- 
sultative Committee on Provisioning. 

These different documents are annexed hereto.’ 

In the course of the discussion which is exposed in the minutes 
hereto annexed, it was recognized that a close coordination was neces- 
sary between the labors of the Reparations Commission and the dif- 
ferent Committees attached to the Supreme Economic Council which 
the Allied Governments had appointed to examine the questions rela- 
tive to the food supplies and the provisioning in raw materials. 

The Supreme Economic Council believes that the requests pre- 
sented by the Central Empires are susceptible of affecting not only 
the interests confided to the Reparations Committee provided for by 
the Peace Treaty, but also, as is evident, the supply interests of all 
Europe on account of the limited margin available for the 
provisioning. 

Consequently the Supreme Economic Council deems it expedient 
to present the following demand to the Supreme Council: 


“The Supreme Economic Council requests the Supreme Council to 

ive instructions to the Organization Committee of the Reparations 
een and also to the Reparations Commission itself to proceed 
in the following manner in all the questions which concern authoriza- 
tion for the purchase of supplies and raw materials in, execution of 
Article 235 of the Peace Treaty with Germany and similar clauses 
contained in the other Peace Treaties. 

The programs drafted, and the purchase orders of material and 
supplies to be given by virtue of these Articles should be submitted 
to an examination by the Committee on Raw Materials and by the 
Consultative Provisioning Committee attached to the Supreme 
Economic Council. 

These Committees shalk, at the same time, determine the conditions 
of purchase which shall seem to them particularly suitable to prevent 
speculation and unjustified increase in the cost of living throughout 
the world”. 
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[Note of the Supreme Economic Council on the General Economic 
Situation of Hurope| 


GENERAL Economic SrruaTion IN EvuROPE 
(Note by the French Delegation for the Permanent Committee) 


I. The labors of the Consultative Food Committee have established 
the fact that it is not because of any insufficiency in foodstuffs that 


™Do not accompany the minutes. 
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the world is threatened with famine. As regards Raw Materials (the 
report of the Raw Materials sub-committee was not to hand at the 
time of drafting this Memorandum) it does not seem as if the deficits, 
which may cause grave difficulties to certain industries are such as to 
threaten the general stability of the world. 

Neither does it appear that sea-going tonnage, although there are 
grave obstacles to its utilisation, caused by the bad working of the 
land transport, is at the moment insufficient to the needs of interna- 
tional relations. Amid the ruins and disorders resulting from five 
years of war, one general cause can be isolated. If this cause were to 
disappear many of the difficulties would remain to be overcome. But 
if [it] persists, all efforts will be in vain. 

II. All over the world, the vast operations of credit necessitated 
by the war, have depreciated currency. But the disproportion between 
the respective depreciations of each national currency is considerable. 
Each country has depended to a different degree on the outside world 
for its war supplies. Some countries have been able to maintain a 
great part of those of their industries which are productive of ex- 
changeable securities. Others have had to divert the greater part of 
their industries [to] the production of war material. These latter 
are dependent on the former for their Raw Materials and for a great 
part of their manufactured products. This break in the former equi- 
librium of exchange has caused a break in monetary relations. The 
disparity in value between the various national monetary tokens is 
daily increasing in proportion to the unstable equilibrium of exchange. 
Their mutual relations vary from day to day. It is sufficient to fol- 
low the exchange quotations of countries which have the same monetary 
system (e. g. French francs, Belgian and Swiss francs, pesetas, lire, lei, 
etc.) to realise that their enormous variations make international 
exchange impossible. 

III. Money having virtually ceased to be exchangeable between 
them, or rather money having ceased to perform its function as a me- 
dium of exchange, each country, which has available products or serv- 
ices possessing an international value, tends to place them under its 
control in order to use them for the regulation of its own imports. 
On the other hand, in order to limit at home as much as possible the 
rise in the cost of life, which is a consequence of the general monetary 
depreciation, each government is tending to use this control either 
to limit exports and create an artificial abundance or to fix double 
prices, the lower price for its nationals, the higher price for foreign 
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countries, the latter calculated so as to compensate the loss made by 
the effect of the former. 

IV. The solution of European difficulties is, therefore, above all a 
financial solution. It is necessary that a current of credit should be 
able to develop in a continuous circuit throughout Europe. No Eu- 
ropean country can be the source of this current. Each of these coun- 
tries is itself confronted with great difficulties, almost all are under 
the necessity of borrowing on their own account. Many of them, 
whose resources, though unequal, are great, can only utilise those re- 
sources for themselves. But if they were themselves propped, some 
of them would be able to place their experience and their organisation 
at the disposal of Europe. 

To sum up, the supply of the greater part of Europe, above all of 
the new states of Eastern Europe, of Germany and of Austria, cannot, 
it seems, depend on the European Powers in their present state for 
these Powers are all at the moment debtors. 

It is the business of the Supreme Economic Council to affirm that 
the well-being and security of the two hemispheres are closely related 
and interdependent, and the work of reconstruction is obligatory upon 
all, each to the measure of his power. 


20 SrpreMBeER, 1919. 
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U. 8, NAVAL COMMUNICATION. SERVICE 
PARIS, FRANCE 


Telegram 


From : Budapest. 
To: Communication Section, Supreme Economic Council, Paris. 
The opening of Danube has caused great activity in shipping circles. 
New Danubian states and British shipping companies engaged in 
negotiations for transfer of shipping from former owners are unable 
to complete transactions and commerce operations owing to doubtful 
title of ships in river. It is imperative for welfare of all Danubian 
countries and river navigation that the American Arbitrator referred 
to in treaty should commence his arbitrage with the least possible 


delay. No. 44. 
ADMIRAL 'TROUBRIDGE § 


® Admiral Sir Ernest C, T. Troubridge, British Admiral commanding on the 
Danube. 
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GREEK DELEGATION 
TO THE PEACH CONGRESS 


Paris, August 22, 1919. 


From: E. K. Venizelos. 
To: President Clemenceau. 

During its session of July 18th ® the Supreme Council of the Con- 
ference decided to send an Investigation Commission of four members 
representing the Allied and Associated Powers to Smyrna. 

As soon as I learned of that decision, I hastened to expose to Your 
Excellency, through a letter dated July 19th, the reasons for which 
it did not appear to me either just or in conformity with the customs 
that the party investigating the conduct of the Greek Army pursue 
its investigation without the participation of a Greek representative. 

Two days later, July 2ist, the Supreme Council informed me that 
I was at liberty to designate a Greek officer who would be authorized 
to follow the labors of the investigation commission, who would not, 
however, have the right to vote or authorization to take part in the 
drafting of the conclusion of the Commission. 

Although this measure gave but very partial satisfaction to the 
legitimate amour-propre of the Greek Army, I accepted it, as I do 
not have the habit of creating difficulties for the Great Powers. Con- 
sequently, I decided to designate Mr. Alexander Mazarakis, Colonel 
in the General Staff, to follow the labors of the Investigation Com- 
mission, and, in a letter dated July 31st, I informed the General 
Secretariat of the Conference of my decision, and at the same time 
requested them to notify the other members of the Investigation Com- 
mission. 

The Commission was established at Constantinople last week and 
immediately commenced its labors by taking the testimony of certain 
witnesses. The representative of the Greek Government at once re- 
quested that Colonel Mazarakis be invited to proceed to Constanti- 
nople in order to follow these investigations. The Investigation 
Commission, however, deemed it preferable to not have the Greek 
Delegate present during the interrogations as his presence might in- 
timidate certain witnesses; and considered it sufficient to communicate 
the depositions to him after the sessions and to keep him informed of 
the progress of the Commission. 

This procedure was giving the most restrictive interpretation to the 
resolution adopted by the Supreme Council under date of July 31st 


°HD-11, minute 4, vol. viz, p. 207. 
* Appendix E to HD-12, ibid, p. 249. 
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[21s¢]" and further diminished the role assigned to the Greek Dele- 
gate who, deprived of the right to vote, found that he was still fur- 
ther deprived of the privilege of being present at least during the 
labors of the Commission. | 

Unfortunately, still another humiliation awaited him, the repre- 
sentative of the Greek Government at Constantinople has, in fact, just 
informed me that the Investigation Commission informed him that 
on Tuesday last, August 20th, following instructions received from 
Paris, a Turkish officer is to be admitted on the same footing as the 
Greek officer and with exactly the same privileges in following the 
investigations. 

I can not, Mr. President, but express the very painful surprise which 
the announcement of these new measures has caused me, and I appeal 
to your sentiment of justice with a view to obtaining redress. 

To place a Greek officer on an equal footing with a Turk officer in 
an investigation being conducted in a country occupied by the Greek 
Army, is not only to inflict an unjust humiliation on that army and 
to forget that it is there as a representative of the Allied and Asso- 
ciated Powers, but to lose sight of the fact that a state of war is still 
existing between Greece and Turkey; it is to disregard the services 
rendered to the common cause by Greece, the serious wrongs com- 
mitted toward the Entente by Turkey, and her crimes against Chris- 
tian populations; finally, it is to suppress all distinctions between vic- 
tors and vanquished and to confound, in an unjust and deceptive 
equality, enemies and friends. 

I must, furthermore, Mr. President, insist upon the necessity of 
modifying the measure adopted by the Commission to proceed to 
the interrogation of witnesses in the absence of the Greek officer... The 
investigation which has already commenced in Constantinople and 
which will be continued in Smyrna, although solicited long ago by 
the Greek Government, but in vain, was decided upon by the Supreme 
Council as the result of a complaint made to the Conference by the 
Cheik-ul-Islam.? It has pleased the Supreme Council, in acceding 
to this demand, to place the Greek Army of occupation in the posi- 
tion of accused. The Greek officer authorized to follow the labors 
of the Commission appears, in consequence, as its legitimate defender. 
It is inconceivable that he not be authorized to be present during 
the interrogations of witnesses. The Commission appears to fear 
that his presence might intimidate certain witnesses: I ask what 
would be thought of a Judge who, for a similar motive, would expel 
the lawyer for the defense from the court. In civilized countries 
far from expelling the defense during the examination, the law neces- 


“HAD-12, minute 5, ibid, p. 238. 
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sitates his presence as an essential guarantee for the defendant, be- 
cause his presence gives him an opportunity to check the statements 
of the witnesses, to demand that they give complementary explana- 
tions, and to procure, if need be, new testimony; in short, to allow 
him to anticipate the errors into which the examining judge might 
be led. 

I trust, Mr. President, that you will not find my application for 
this common right in the investigation which has been decided upon 
in Smyrna to be exaggerated, and I am convinced that the Supreme 
Council, recognizing the absolute justice of this demand, will hasten 
to accede to it. 

Accept, etc. [No signature on file copy] 
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GREEK DELEGATION TO THE 
PEACE CONFERENCE 


Paris, September 28, 1919. 
From: M. Venizelos, 
To: M. Clemenceau. 


On July 21 last, the Supreme Council of the Conference notified 
me of the resolution, copy of which is appended. 

In conformity with that resolution, a Greek officer was authorized 
to follow the work of the Commission of Inquiry in Asia-Minor; he 
was not to have the right of vote in the Commission and could not 
take part in the drafting of its conclusions. 

I appointed Colonel Alexandre Mazarakis of the General Staff to 
follow the work in the conditions indicated in the resolution. The 
Secretariat General of the Conference was asked to notify the mem- 
bers of the Commission of Inquiry of the nomination of that officer. 

Contrary to the measures adopted by the Supreme Council and 
which I believed my duty to accept, although it only gave partial 
satisfaction to my request, Colonel Mazarakis was not authorized to 
be present at the hearings before the Commission of Inquiry, under 
the pretext that his presence might intimidate certain witnesses. 

He has not even received communication of the depositions of 
those witnesses. He was not kept in touch with the progress of the 
inquiry. The character of that procedure is openly contrary both 
to the letter and the spirit of the resolution which the Supreme Coun- 
cil communicated to me on July 21. 

I feel obliged to protest against that arbitrary procedure and have 
the honor to ask you, Mr. President, to’be so kind as to propose to 
the Supreme Council to order immediately a new inquiry to be made 





* Does not accompany this appendix; see HD-12, minute 5, vol. VII, p. 238. 
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in conformity with the resolution of July 21, with the cooperation 
of Colonel Mazarakis. 

You must agree with me that in such a serious question I cannot 
give up the right which had been recognized on July 21 to the Hel- 
lenic Government by the Supreme Council of the Conference, and 
that the conclusions of the Commission without any participation 
of the Greek officer during the hearing of the witnesses cannot be 
considered as the result of a procedure which would have taken into 
account the right of defense. 

In asking, after my preceding communication, for the resumption 
of the inquiry, I am making an appeal to the sentiments of justice 
of the Supreme Council who is not going to repeal a decision to 
which the Commission of Inquiry did not conform. 

Please accept, EK. K. VenizE.os 


Appendix H to HD-64 


[British Proposal for the Investigation of Complaints Arising 
Through the Incidents at Smyrna] 


Nore For THE SUPREME CoUNCIL 


Numerous claims for compensation for damages and losses in con- 
nection with the Greek occupation of Smyrna and the surrounding 
districts are being preferred against both the Greek and Turkish 
Governments. 

It would be a great advantage to have claims of this sort investi- 
gated on the spot whilst the acts out of which they arise are still 
recent, and where it is possible to collect evidence to rebut the state- 
ments of claimants, 

It is therefore resolved that the duty of investigating these claims 
be entrusted to the Inter-Allied Commission already appointed to 
enquire into the incidents in the Smyrna district. This could best 
be done by furnishing the several Commissioners with sufficient staff 
to enable them to set up a Sub-Commission which would conduct the 
investigations and submit their recommendations as to the amounts 
claimed against the Greek and the Turkish Governments respectively, 
which should receive the support of the Allied and Associated 
Governments. 


Paris, August 11, 1919. 
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ITALIAN DELEGATION 
TO THE PEACE CONFERENCE 
HOTEL EDOUARD VII 


Paris, August 25, 1919. 


From: M. Torretta 
To: Secretary General Dutasta. 


The Commission on Baltic Affairs has recently heard the Finnish 
Delegation which exposed to it the desire of the Finnish Government 
to obtain a modification of the frontier of Finland in Carelia and in 
the district of Petchenga. 

It seemed to the majority of the Commission that according to the 
4th condition contained in the note addressed to Admiral Koltchak on 
May 27* and saying that “in case the frontiers and the other relations 
between Russia and Finland could not be regulated by an agreement 
between the two parties, these questions should be submitted to the 
arbitration of the League of Nations,” the Commission is therefore 
not competent to recommend a final solution of the questions themselves. 

The minority of the Commission, however, while recognizing the 
[im ]possibility of arriving for the present to a final settlement is of 
the opinion that the Commission should proceed to the examination 
of these questions in order to submit to the Supreme Council proposals 
for a provisional settlement of the questions concerning the district 
referred to, 

In order to decide the line of conduct to be followed, the Commission 
has examined the proceding [sic] declaration of the Conference on 
this question. 


1, At the session of the Council of Ministers of Foreign Affairs 
of May 3,'° when it was a question to recognize the independence of 
Finland, 1t was decided that: “After the recognition of the independ- 
ence of Finland ..., the Governments of the United States of 
America, Great Britain and France shall instruct their representatives 
to insist with the Finnish Government so that it accept the decisions 
of the Peace Conference regarding the Finnish frontiers.”* This 
indication and others have encouraged the Finnish Government, to 
expect from the Peace Conference some manifestation on the question 
of the frontier referred to, It seemed to the minority of the Commis- 
sion that, for these motives, it would be difficult for the Conference not 
to take interest completely in this question. 

2. The decision of the Council of Ministers of Foreign Affairs, May 
3, last, is however previous to the communication made to. Admiral 
Koltchak, which bears the date of May 27 and contains the following 


*° Appendix I to CF-87, vol. v1, p. 73. 

* FM-11, minute 2, vol. xv, p. 662. 

*No Italian Representative was present at this meeting. The Japanese repre- 
sentative had reserved the opinion of his Government, which, however, adhered 
later to the decision adopted. [Footnote in the original. ] 


THE COUNCIL OF HEADS OF DELEGATIONS 481 


passage : “the independence of Finland and Poland shall be recognized 
and in case the frontiers as well as the questions concerning the rela- 
tions between Russia and those countries should not be regulated by 
an agreement, all these questions should be submitted to the arbitra- 
tion of the League of Nations.” This communication clearly indicates 
that the Council of Ministers of Foreign Affairs has modified its orig- 
inal point of view. It is indeed after the adoption of this new point 
of view that the Commission on Baltic Affairs abstained from tracing 
the frontier of Esthonia, Lithuania, Latvia, etc... . 

_ 8. Finally the Commission on Baltic Affairs expressed, in its meet- 
ings with the Supreme Council on August 1, the opinion “that there 
was no need to grant a hearing to the Carelian Delegates since a deci- 
sion on their requests could not be taken in view of the fact that, for 
the present, there exists in Russia no legal government whose opinion 
would be necessary.” 


Under these conditions, it seems to the majority that the Commission 
should not be authorized to handle a possible change of the Finnish 
frontier in the very region aimed at by the requests of the Carelians. 

The minority of the Commission remarked however, that while shar- 
ing the opinion expressed in its answer, it did not exclude the possi- 
bility of some declaration of a general order on the part of the Allied 
and Associated Governments regarding the frontiers of Carelia and 
that, besides, this answer in no way affected the Petchenga question 
which was the most important. 

The Commission also took into consideration other arguments pro 
and con the examination of this question: 

The majority remarks that, during the discussion of the proposal 
to make a declaration to the Governments of the Baltic States, the 
Supreme Council had, in its session of July 26,1" raised among other 
objections that of the susceptibilities of the Russian elements. The 
question of Carelia and Petchenga, which are Russian territories situ- 
ated beyond the present frontier of Finland would raise much more 
serious questions. Indeed, it will be a question of infringing upon the 
territorial integrity of Russia, without taking into account that any 
modification of the frontiers in Carelia would inevitably threaten the 
safety of the Mourmansk Railroad which is the sole means of communi- 
cation of Russia with the open sea in the north. The importance of 
this line has however been sufficiently proved during the war. 

The minority of the Commission made the following remarks: 


a.—that the Conference had already taken up a question which 
touched to [sic] the territorial integrity of Russia when it recognized 
the independence of Finland. 

6.—that it would be difficult to leave entirely undefined, for an 
equally undefined period, the duration of which 1s impossible for the 

resent to foresee, the “Status” of these regions. In the case of 

etchenga, notably, the Government of Finland was anxious to pro- 


— 
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ceed as soon as possible to the development of the harbor and to the 
construction of a railroad connected with the Finnish lines, but it 
was impossible to do so as long as there were no indications on the 
opinion of the principal Allied and Associated Powers concerning its 
claims in this district. 

e.—that it shared entirely the opinion of the majority of the Com- 
mission on the importance to preserve to Russia a complete control 
over the Mourmansk railroad and that it wished that this point be put 
in evidence in all the declarations of the Allied and Associated Gov- 
ernments on the questions. . 

d.—that, however, since Petchenga, whose district was the principal 
point of the discussion, was situated about 60 miles (95 kms) from the 
Mourmansk Railroad, and since the present Finnish frontier did not 
approach that railroad at any point less than 40 miles (65 kms), it 
seemed to it that the safety of this line of communication should in no 
way be threatened by a modification of these frontiers. 


In view of the uncertainty of the decision to be taken in this matter, 
the Commission on Baltic Affairs unanimously recognized that it was 
opportune to ask the Supreme Council for instructions, and notably 
if it should study the question of Carelia and Petchenga and formulate 
recommendations. 

Begging you to kindly notify the above to the Supreme Council, 
please accept, etc. 

ToRRETTA 


Paris Peace Conf. 180.03501/65 


HD-65 


Notes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers Held in M. Pichon’s Room at the Quai d’Orsay, Paris, 
on Thursday, October 2, 1919, at 10:30 a. m. 


PRESENT 


AMERICA, 
UNITED STATES OF 


Hon. F. L. Polk. 


British EMPIRE 


Secretary 
Mr. L. Harrison. 


Secretary 
Mr, H. Norman. 


ITALY 


M. Scialoja. 


Secretary 
M. Barone Russo. 


Sir Eyre Crowe. 


FRANCE 
M. Clemenceau, 
M. Pichon. 


Secretaries 


M. Dutasta. 
M. Berthelot. 
M. de St. Quentin. 


JAPAN 
M. Matsui. 


Secretary 
M. Kawai. 


Joint Secretariat 
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AMERICA, UNITED STATES OF 
British EMPIRE 
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Captain Chapin 
Captain Hinchley-Cooke 
.. M. Massigli 

- M. Zanchi. 


Interpreter—M. Camerlynck 
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The following were also present for the items in which they were concerned. 


AMERICA, UNITED STATES OF 
Colonel Logan. 


BRITISH EMPIRE 
Lt. Col. Kisch. 
Major Money 

Mr. Ibbetson-James 
FRANCE 

General Weygand 
M. Tirman 

M. Max Lazard 
M. Seydoux 
ITALY 

Maggiore Rugiu. 


1. (The Council had before it a letter from the Legation of the 
Netherlands dated August 9th, (Appendix “A”) together with a note 


Negotiations 
With Holland 


from the Ports, Waterways and Railways Commission, 
dated August 20th (Appendix “B”).) 


Article $54 of M. Tirman, in explanation of the matter in question, 
cee ee: said that Article 354 of the German Peace Treaty up- 
Modifestion-ot held the Convention of Mannheim of 1868, with cer- 
of Mannheim tain modifications. The first of these dealt with the 





1 British and Foreign State Papers, vol. trx, p. 470. 
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composition of a Commission charged with supervising the control of 
the traffic on the Rhine, and the second with technical matters regard- 
ing the navigation. Following the Treaty of Frankfort in 1871? the 
Convention of Mannheim had remained in force but the French rep- 
resentative on the Commission had been replaced by a delegate from 
Alsace-Lorraine. It was clear that in order to modify the Conven- 
tion at the present time Holland should consent thereto, as it was a 
signatory power. The question before the Council was to determine 
in what manner the Government. of the Netherlands should be in- 
vited to participate in the negotiations for a further modification of 
the Convention of Mannheim. He felt that the Council itself was 
the proper body to address the invitation in question. 

Mr. Pox said that he was not familiar with the details of the 
question but that he believed it to be one which interested France and 
the British Empire especially. He therefore suggested that it would 
be well to convoke a Commission composed of representatives of these 
two countries to consider the question. 

M. Tirman replied that it was a question of execution of a clause of 
the German Peace Treaty and that the Council itself, which was the 
proper body to supervise such execution, should issue the invitation 
to the Dutch Government. 

Mr. Pox asked what procedure M. Tirman suggested in the matter. 

M. Tirman said that the President of the Council might address 
a formal invitation to the Government of the Netherlands. 

Str Eyre Crows remarked that there were two phases of the matter. 
In the first place, it was necessary to obtain the agreement of the 
Dutch Government to a further modification of the Mannheim Con- 
vention. In the second place, the question might arise of the eventual 
participation of the Netherlands in the General Convention provided 
for by Article 338 of the German Peace Treaty, regarding the rivers 
which were to be internationalized. 

M. Tirman agreed that two questions were involved. In the first 
place there was a necessity of executing a clause of the German Peace 
Treaty at once. On the other hand, Article 354 gave a temporary 
character to the organization set up in the Peace Treaty. <A general 
Convention was provided for for the international rivers, and the 
Treaty further stipulated that if the general Convention should not 
agree with the Convention for the Rhine the latter should be modified. 
It was known that the Netherlands were desirous of taking part in 
the General Convention, and it appeared: that the Treaty gave them 
all the guarantees in this matter which they might wish. 

At all events, the Treaty provided that the General Convention: 
should not become absolute until it had been approved by the League of 


* British and Foreign State Papers, vol. Lxil, p. 77. 


THE COUNCIL OF HEADS OF DELEGATIONS 485 


Nations. Holland had already asked to be admitted to the League 
of Nations. Furthermore, the Treaty provided that if a General Con- 
vention were not agreed upon, the Central Commission of the Rhine 
(in which The Netherlands were represented) would be charged with 
drawing up a definite convention for that river. In any case, the 
Dutch Government would receive satisfaction. 

Sm Eyre Crowe asked to what Conference the Dutch Government 
was to be invited, whether it was to be one between the Principal 
Allied and Associated Powers, or a meeting of the delegates of the 
Governments composing the Central Rhine Commission. If the 
invitation was to a Conference of the Principal Allied and Associated 
Powers the United States of America would be represented therein, 
while Switzerland, a state vitally interested in the question, would not. 
On the second hypothesis, the United States would not be represented 
while Switzerland would be. 

M. Treman said that he believed the conference should be between 
representatives of all the Powers who were to be members of the Cen- 
tral Rhine Commission, but that the meeting should take place under 
the auspices of the Council in order not to exclude the Great Powers 
which were not represented on the former body. The conference 
should take place in two phases. The Dutch Government should first 
be invited to agree to the modification of the Convention of Mannheim, 
of which it was a part. One of the modifications would be the admis- 
sion of Switzerland, which was not at the present time a party to the 
Convention. Thereafter the Swiss Government should be invited 
to participate in the remainder of the negotiations. 

(It was decided : 

(1) that the President of the Peace Conference should invite The 
Netherlands Government to take part in the negotiations provided for 
by Article 354 of the Peace Treaty with Germany, relative to the modi- 
fication of the Convention of Mannheim of 1868; 

(2) that the negotiations in_ question should take place under the 
auspices of the Supreme Council, between the interested Allied Powers 
(who are represented on the Central Rhine Commission, in accord- 
ance with Article 355 of the German Peace Treaty), and The Nether- 


lands Government ; gsc 
(3) that the Swiss Government should later be invited to take part 


in the negotiations. 


2. (The Council had before it a note from Marshal Foch dated Sep- 
tember 29th, 1919, (See Appendix “C”.).) 
GrenreRAL WeyYGAND in explanation of the note in 


gh Ma question said that the Polish Authorities had ad- 


Marsuae Peet dressed a request for supplies to Marshal Foch in his 
upporting a é ms , ‘ 

a rept capacity of Commander-in-Chief of the Polish Forces. 
BUEa epoaisia This request appeared to Marshal Foch in all respects 
ment worthy of satisfaction, for according to the state- 


ments of General Henrys and other officers of the 
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Inter-Allied Staff who had been in Poland the Polish Army was 
in great need of the supplies asked for. With the exception of General 
Haller’s troops, the army was insufficiently equipped. For example, 
in one regiment there were only two overcoats per company. A con- 
tinuation of this state of affairs, in view of the approaching winter, 
would lead to an exceedingly critical situation from the point of view 
of the morale of the Polish Army and might cause a retreat of this 
force from the line of the Beresina. Marshal Foch, believing that 
it was to the interest of the Allies to maintain the Polish Army 
intact, wished to support the request which had been formulated. In 
the letter to the Council he had included only such requests as he be- 
lieved to be of prime importance and which should be granted at once 
if the situation were to be saved. 

M. Cremencxav asked how it was planned to transport this material 
to Poland, assuming that it was available. 

Generat Wercanp said that the Allied Headquarters had already 
studied this problem. The transportation question was indeed a diffi- 
cult one. The Port of Danzig. was only available for the supply of 
food for the civilian population. Germany, of course, would not. be 
prepared to permit supplies for the Polish Army to cross its frontiers. 
It had, therefore, been necessary to search out other routes. At the 
present time one regular train was running daily to Poland via 
Italy, which might be made use of. In addition the Italian Govern- 
ment was prepared to permit four trains per week to pass by way of 
the Brenner. Furthermore by using the route through Switzerland, 
Austria and Czecho-Slovakia it was possible to obtain two trains per 
day. For the latter transport, however, Austria and Czecho-Slovakia 
had asked that France should guarantee the expenses and. furnish 
the coal. It was impossible for France to do this alone and it would 
consequently be necessary to add this charge, in addition to the ex- 
penses for the supply of material, to the account of the Principal 
Allied and Associated Powers. The total transport under this scheme 
would be twenty-five trains per week or about one hundred monthly. 
He had figured that the 600,000 uniforms requested would take ap- 
proximately ninety-five trains or, in other words, that the shipment 
of these could be completed in somewhat less than a month’s time. 

Mr. Sctatosa asked whether the four trains proceeding by the 
Brenner route would interfere with the shipments of material which 
were now being made to Poland under contract between that country 
and Italy. Should the arrangements as outlined by General Wey- 
gand be put into effect he would like to have it: understood that they 
should not prejudice the shipments which Italy was now making. 

GxrnERAL Wereaanp said that there would be no difficulty in continu- 
ing the shipments referred to by Mr. Scialoja, and that the four trains 
which he had mentioned would be in addition to those shipments, 
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It was first necessary that Marshal Foch’s Staff should agree with the 
Headquarters of the other Allied Armies as to what material could be 
shipped to Poland. Unquestionably this material would not all be 
concentrated at one point. He was anxious to obtain the authoriza- 
tion of the Council to consult the other Allied Headquarters in this 
matter. 

Sir Eyre Crows said that he had not yet been able to take this ques- 
tion up with his Government. He believed that the best method of 
procedure would be to instruct the Council of Military Experts at 
Versailles to study the question. This body had already formulated 
a general scheme for the supply of material to troops fighting the 
Bolshevists, and it was therefore probable that they could quickly 
arrive at a solution in the matter. In the meantime he would consult 
his Government. 

GrneraL Weyeanp said that he feared much time would be lost by 
referring the matter to Military Experts at Versailles. 

M. Ciemenceav said that the difficulty might be overcome by 
instructing the Versailles Council to act without delay. 

Mr. Po x said that the question from his point of view was largely a 
financial one. He agreed in the main with General Weygand’s 
remarks. 

M. Cremenceav said that during such time as Mr. Polk and Sir 
Eyre Crowe were discussing the matter with their Governments the 
Military Experts at Versailles could be studying the practical means of 
executing the matter. The Polish Army was of great importance to 
the Allies as it constituted. one of the best means of coercing Germany. 
It was very necessary to maintain this army in the field owing to the 
fact that Great Britain, the United States and France had so largely 
demobilized their troops. 

GeneraL Weycanp said that the Council at Versailles should be 
instructed to turn over the matter to Marshal Foch’s Headquarters for 
execution. He would collaborate with General Belin throughout the 
examination of the question. 

It was decided: 

to refer the request for material received from the Polish Ministry 
of War and approved by Marshal Foch, to the Allied Military Experts 
at Versailles and to instruct the latter to make an examination of the 
question with the least possible delay and report thereon to the 
Council. 


It was further decided: 


that the carrying out of the recommendations of the Allied Military 
Experts, if and when approved by the Supreme Council, should be 
entrusted to the Headquarters of Marshal Foch. 
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3. Sir Eyre Crowe said that as it had already been 


Desiahation of decided that the Commission for the repatriation of 

embers of the : : 

Comlesision dos German, Austrian and Hungarian prisoners of war 
e hepatriation _ e | e ° 

of German, Aus- from Siberia should function in Paris and not in 


trian and Hun- 


garian Frisoners Siberia, the only question before the Council was that 


Serbia [Siberia] of nominations for this Commission. After a short 
discussion, 
It was decided : 


that the Commission for the repatriation of German, Austrian and 
Hungarian prisoners of war from Siberia should be composed as 
follows: 


America, United States of: 
. Colonel James A. Logan. 
British Empire: 

Lt.-Colonel Black. 
France: 

Lt.-Commander Fabre. 
Italy: 

(Not yet designated.’ 
Japan: 

Major Katsuki. 


It was further decided: 
that the said Commission should function in Paris. 


4, (The Council had before it a note from General Weygand relative 
to the repatriation of Czecho-Slovak, Polish, Jugoslav and Rumanian 
troops in Siberia (Appendix “D”).) 


Repatriation of M. Cremenceav said that the note in question sug- 
Polish, J 1 ‘ ° 

andRamanian’ gested a modification of the second paragraph of the 
T F : . f ; 
Siberia resolution passed by the Council on September 27th 


in this matter. (The paragraph in question, (H. D. 
62, Minute 7) read as follows: 


“It was also decided: that the repatriation of the Czecho-Slovak 
troops in Siberia should be effected before that of the German, Aus- 
trian and Hungarian prisoners in Siberia.”) 


As there were a considerable number of the troops of other Allied 
Nations in Siberia in addition to the Czecho-Slovak forces, it was 
proposed to substitute the following paragraph for that quoted above: 

“It was also decided that the repatriation of the Czecho-Slovak, Pol- 


ish, Jugoslav and Rumanian troops in Siberia should be effected be- 
fore that of the German, Austrian and Hungarian prisoners.” 


He was of the opinion that this procedure should be adopted. 
Mr. Poxx said that he had just received word from Washington 
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that the German Government had been negotiating for the repatria- 
tion of its prisoners of war from Siberia, and had arranged with a 
Japanese steamship company for the chartering of six vessels for this 
purpose. 

M. Berrnenor suggested that M. Matsui ascertain the truth of this 
information, and if the facts were exact, the six vessels in question 
should be turned over for the use of the Allied Governments. 

M. Marsur said that he had no information on the subject but that 
the repatriation of German prisoners in the hands of the Japanese 
was going on, and the negotiations referred to by Mr. Polk might 
conceivably be for this matter. 

(It was decided: 

to modify the second paragraph of the resolution taken by the 


Council on September 27th, (H. D. 62, Minute 7) so that the same 
should read as follows: 


“It was also decided: that the repatriation of the Czecho-Slovak, 
Polish, Jugoslav and Rumanian troops in Siberia should be effected 
before that of the German, Austrian and Hungarian prisoners.”) 


5. (The Council had before it a proposal submitted by the British 
Delegation, dated September 30th, 1919, asking that the Russian 
Battleship Volya be transferred to General Denekin 

Proposal To (Appendix “E”’).) 


Rene Battle: Sir Eyre Crowe said that this matter had been 


General Denekin brought up before the Council on account of the fact 

that the Russian Battleship involved had been turned 
over to the Allied and Associated Powers under Article 29 of the 
Armistice of November 11th, 1918. The consent of the Council to 
its transfer to General Denekin was therefore necessary. 

M. Cremenceav said that he personally had no objection to this 
transfer taking place. 

Mr. Potx said that he personally had no objection to formulate, 
but that he would consult the American Naval experts and notify the 
Secretary-General of his decision in the matter later in the day. 

(Mr. Polk later stated that the American Delegation had no objec- 
tion to the procedure proposed.) 

(It was decided : 


that the Russian Battleship Volya, handed over to the Allied and 
Associated Powers under Article 29 of the Armistice of November 
11th, 1918, should be transferred by the British Admiralty to General 
Denekin.) 


6. (The Council had before it a note from the Secretary-General 
of the International Labor Commission, relative to applications 
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made by Finland, Norway and The Netherlands for 


Applications admission to the Labor Congress at Washington (Ap 

From Finland, + oap 

Norway and the pendix F 3) F 

Renueneaite Mr. Pork said that the matters raised by the note 

tWashingon in question should be left to the Labor Congress for 
decision. 


M. Cremencnau agreed with Mr. Polk and asked merely that the 
United States Government should permit the representatives of the 
countries in question to go to the United States, by issuing them the 
necessary passports. 

Mr. Pork said that he would have the same letter addressed to the 
representatives of Finland, Norway and The Netherlands as had been 
sent to the German and Austrian Labor Delegates (See H. D. 52, 
Minute 4;* and H. D. 56, Minute 1.)¢ 

(It was decided: 


that the questions raised by the note of the Secretary-General of the 
International Labor Commission relative to the admission of delegates 
from Finland, Norway and The Netherlands to the forthcoming Labor 
Congress at Washington, should be left to the decision of that 
Congress. 


It was further decided: 


that the American Delegation should notify the Secretary-General 
of the International Labor Commission that no obstacles would be 
placed in the way of Finnish, Norwegian or Dutch delegates desirous 
of proceeding to Washington in anticipation of a decision in their 
favor by the Congress.) 


7. Sm Eyre Crows said that there were two possible ways by which 
the Neutral Governments might be informed of the decision of the 
Council regarding the Blockade of Soviet Russia. 
cn First, a joint notification might be made in each of 
Followed in the neutral capitals by the diplomatic representatives 
tral Governments of the Principal Allied and Associated Powers. Sec- 
Blockade of ondly, a note might be sent by M. Clemenceau, as 
President of the Peace Conference, to the Diplomatic 
Representatives of the Neutral countries in Paris. 
Mr. Potx said that the second solution proposed: by Sir Eyre Crowe 
seemed to him to be the more practical one. 


(After a short discussion, it was decided: 


that M. Clemenceau, as President of the Peace Conference, should 
address a note to the Diplomatic Representatives of the Neutral 
Powers at Paris informing them of the decision of the Council: re- 
garding economic pressure to be exercised upon Soviet Russia.) 


* Ante, p. 185. 
* Ante, p. 255. 
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8. (The Council had before it a note from the Austrian Delegation 
dated September 17th, regarding the disturbances that had occurred in 
the Comitats of Western Hungary (Appendix “G”).) 

Note From the M. Berruevor said that the Austrian Government 


Austrian Govern- 


ment Regarding = asked that Allied Officers be sent to Western Hungary 
We Gomitats of , to protect the population from the disturbances 

which were occurring there at the present time. 
They further asked that an Interallied Commission might be sent to 
Oedenburg to prevent.a repetition of the acts of violence which had 
occurred there, and to supervise the conduct of the Hungarian troops 
at the time of the evacuation of the territory in question. 

Sr Eyre Crowe said that it was a question of enforcing certain 
terms of the Austrian Treaty. 

M. Bertuetort suggested that officers might be detached for this duty 
from the Allied Military Missions at Vienna. 

M. Sctarosa said that there were still Hungarian troops in this ter- 
ritory because the new boundary between Austria and Hungary had 
not yet been officially notified to the Hungarian Government. 

M. Picuon admitted that this was the case, and stated that the 
reason therefor was that no recognized Government had as yet been 
set up in Hungary. 

Mr. Pork suggested that the Allied Generals in Budapest should be 
informed officially as to the frontier between Austria and Hungary 
and should be instructed to convey this information to the Hungarian 
authorities. 

(It was decided : 


@) that an Interallied Military Commission, composed of officers 
to be drawn from the Allied Military Representatives at Vienna or 
Budapest, should be sent to the Comitats of Western Hungary to 
assist in the maintenance of order in the territories granted to Austria 
by the Treaty of Saint Germain; 

(2) that this Mission should be under the orders of the Allied Gen- 
eral Officers at Budapest; 

(3) that the Allied Generals at Budapest should be officially in- 
formed of the frontier between Austria and Hungary, as defined in 
the Peace Treaty of Saint Germain.) 


(The Meeting then adjourned.) 
Horet pr Cron, Parts, October 2, 1919. 


510124—46—-VoL. vi1I——_32 
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Appendix A to HD-65 


(Translation) 


NETHERLANDS LEGATION 


No. 3681 
From: Loudon.® 
To: President Clemenceau. 

By order of my Government, I have the honor to forward to Your 
Excellency a note relative to the provisions of the Peace Treaty con- 
cerning the regime of the Rhine, hereto annexed. 

I would be deeply grateful to Your Excellency if you would kindly 
bring this note to the attention of the President of the Commission on 
the International Regime of Ports, Waterways and Railways. 

Accept, etc. [No signature on file copy] 


[Enclosure] 


[Note From the Netherlands Government] 


Article 354, 2nd alinea, of the Peace Treaty establishes that in case 
of opposition regarding certain of the provisions of the Mannheim 
Convention, of October 17, 1868, and of the provisions of the General 
Convention referred to in Article 338, regarding their application rela- 
tive to the Rhine, the provisions of the General Convention shall have 
precedence. 

The Netherlands Government is perfectly aware of the High impor- 
tance of a General Convention of the nature indicated, even if it is 
obliged to act contrary to Treaties existing between certain Powers. 
It esteems, however, that in such a case the collaboration of these 
Powers in the elaboration of the General Convention is indispensable, 
whether or not they be signers of the Peace. Treaty. Such collabora- 
tion is especially indispensable at the time a question affecting the 
countries traversed by the great rivers which shall be controlled by 
the General Convention. It is the more important in that a pro- 
found study of the regime of these rivers—as well concerning the text 
of the Treaties as concerning their application—becomes necessary 
before the provisions of this Convention be definitely decreed. 

It is true that a country non-signatory of the Peace Treaty, can, if 
it is a member of the League of Nations, become associated as such to 
the approbation of the General Convention which Article 338 re- 
quires on the part of the said League, but this is in no way equivalent 
to a direct collaboration. 

In view of the preceding and considering the special situation of the 
Netherlands which form the delta of the three international rivers, 





° Dr. Jonkheer J. Loudon, Netherlands Minister at Paris. 
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the Netherlands Government believes itself justified in soliciting par- 
ticipation on an equal footing in the elaborations of the General Con- 
vention referred to in Article 338, and in the negotiations in connec- 
tion with it. 
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PEACE CONFERENCE 

COMMISSION ON PORTS, 
WATERWAYS AND RAILWAYS 

+ RMIT Parts, August 20, 1919. 
The Secretary General of the Commission on Ports, Waterways and 
Railways. 
To the Secretary General of the Peace Conference. 

I have the honor to inform you that, at its last meeting the Com- 
mission on Ports, Waterways and Railways decided to direct the at- 
tention of the Supreme Council of the Allies to the necessity of open- 
ing as soon as possible, in view of the application of the Treaty with 
Germany, negotiations with the Dutch Government, within the pur- 
view of Article 354 of the Treaty, relating to modifications of the Con- 
vention of Mannheim of 1868. 

Roperr Haas 
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OFFICH OF THE MARSHAL 
COMMANDER IN CHIEF OF 
THE ALLIED ARMIES 


General Staff G—2 
4-bis, Bd. des Invalides 


Paris, September 29, 1919. 
From: Marshal Foch, 
To: President Clemenceau. 

I have the honor to transmit you herewith a memorandum from 
the Polish Government stating the needs of Poland and how urgent it 
is to satisfy them. 

Since the beginning of the war, Poland, the theatre of active opera- 
tions, was subjected to the ebb and flow of the opposing armies. Lit- 
tle by little, it has been despoiled of all the things which are necessary 
to her existence; food, clothing, railroad material, factory material, 
raw materials; there remains to her no reserves. 

Until now, by utilizing her last resources, and thanks to the favor- 
able season, Poland has been able to form and maintain an army of 
500,000 men, which, with the greatest valiance, has interposed between 
the Russian and Hungarian Soviets and has forced the Russian red 
armies to a quick and important withdrawal. That army is more than 
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ever necessary to her; none of her frontiers is as yet settled, her in- 
ternal situation has not been stabilized. The Russian Bolshevism 
still sees in her the principal obstacle which stopped its march towards 
the West; for Germany she is the obstacle which prevents her from 
colonizing Russia. Indispensable as it is to Poland, that army is none 
the less necessary to the Entente. 

Now, that army is at present in the most complete destitution, as 
President Paderewski stated and as it has been noted by General 
Henrys and the officers sent by him on mission. 

A large part of the army is still dressed with cotton uniforms; shoes, 
linen, overcoats, blankets, are lacking. That destitution has already 
had a bad influence on the health and the morale of the men which 
had both been maintained excellent until now. The results will be 
very much more serious when the first cold shall be felt in those regions 
where winter comes early [and?] is frightfully severe. 

Munitions are lacking: the Polish army has at its disposal only 
from 50 to 80 rounds’ per gun. 

Means of transportation are insufficient. There remains on the 
Polish railroads only 14 of the locomotives and 1% of the cars which 
circulated before the war; add to that that materials is [sic] in bad 
condition. 

Taking into account from the request of the Polish Government 
only those of an immediate need, in order to exist the Polish Army 
should receive 

about 600,000 equipments and especially warm clothing and over- 
coats, half for the beginning of October and the other half before the 
middle of December. 

—munitions first, cartridges for infantry and machine guns, 75 and 
155 shells and caissons; 

—100 locomotives and 1500 cars for the special service of the army. 


Poland can procure that material only by appealing to the great 
Allied and Associated Powers. 

That help was favorably considered by the Supreme Council on 
June 27.° 

I have the honor of asking you to kindly communicate immediately 
to the Supreme Council the request of the Polish Government, on 
account of the approaching bad season, and to present to it the follow- 
ing resolutions: 


“1. The Great Allied and Associated Powers agree to contribute, 
as far as possible, to satisfy immediately the material needs of the 
Polish army. 

“2. As a consequence, the General Staff of Marshal Foch, Com- 
mander-in-Chief of the Polish Army, is charged with: 


° CF-96, minute 5, vol. vz, p. 726. 
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a) fixing, after eens with the Allied General Staffs, the 
eee of each of the Allied and Associated Powers to the 
elivery of material to the Polish army; 
6) to study and to execute the shipment of that material to 
Poland in the best conditions of safety and rapidity.” 


P. O., Major General 
WEYGAND 
[Enclosure] 


Memorandum on the Necessity of a Prompt and Effective Help From 
the Allies to Poland 


The Polish armies have reached the line Berezina-Horyn. Pushed 
back by force, the soldiers of the Republic of the Soviets are with- 
drawing rapidly. 

The Polish State, hardly reborn, has made danger disappear on 
that side, the danger which threatened the results of the Peace of 
Versailles. 

But that success reached until now by Poland’s own means has no 
longer a local character today: it is already an event whose political 
scope increases from day to day, whose result is growing constantly; 
at the same time the efforts required by it are becoming too heavy for 
the rather small forces of the young State. 

Poland, surrounded on all sides by her enemies, deprived of natural 
strategic frontiers, Poland, ruined by the war, with a very insufficient 
net of means of communications, engaged in a struggle on two fronts, 
has done her best to continue that struggle and to liberate the in- 
vaded regions, but she no longer can stand the weight alone. 

Her army is suffering from lack of munitions and food stuffs; her 
soldiers, to the exception of the units organized in France, are badly 
and insufficiently clothed, often barefooted, without linen. Under 
these conditions, how can they spend the rigorous winter of Volhynia, 
where in the marshes and in the forest cold, famine and diseases are 
going to attack them. Already now, the mobilization of the classes 
called cannot be finished for lack of material. Besides, on account of 
the lack of armament and munitions, clothing and equipment, Poland 
shall be forced to demobilize very soon part of her divisions. 

Consequently, the present state of affairs can be resumed in these 
words: 

“Necessity of an urgent and effective help.” 

That help must bear on three essential points whose necessity is 
very urgent: 

I. Clothing and equipment for the troops. | 

II. Sufficient reserves of munitions (taking into account the very 


different systems of armaments.) _ 
III. Improvement of communications so that the necessary transport 
might arrive in Poland still on time, before the beginning of winter. 
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The rapid solution (before winter) of those questions alone will 
allow Poland to fulfill her task up to the end. 

The Polish Army comprises at the present time 540,000 soldiers 
whose morale is excellent in spite of the above mentioned privations. 

On November 15, Poland shall call the class of 1900 whose effectives 
might give 101,500 recruits. 

On January 15 and March 15, part of the class of 1901 which is 
estimated at 75,000 men. 

I. Taking into account the indispensable equipment for the army 
at the front for the winter season and. the necessity to complete it 
before the month of October, 1919, Poland shall need before March 
31, 1920, the material enumerated below: 


Complete 
Uniforms Complete 
and Linen Equipmeny 
For the recruits called on January 15 and March15.. 78, 200 75, 200 
For the recruits already called and trained but not yet 
CQUIDDEd. ss as oS) wel oe ee Gls ee oe 66, 000 76, 000 
Horsthe: Winter. 75 ts pes i eos. @ ok kemg'sesiecah to ge 540, 000 108, 000 
Wear and tear and exchange of the old equipment on 
account of the bad quality of the cloth. .... 417, 300 27, 300 
Total Sle sth ARSE 9208 wets ER 1, 200, 000 378, 000 


[1, 101,500] (286, 500] 


To cover those needs we have at present in our warehouses 
about : 380,000 
Bought but not yet delivered (from France) 50,000 complete 

Part shall be furnished by the country. Aside from that we must 
receive from abroad within the following time limits: 


1/X 1919 15/X 1919 1/XX 1919 
CWORtS Sc gar tatty st ase oe 400, 000 100, 000 100, 000 
Pants? ote Tt DOSHiIE Ry & 400, 000 100, 000 100; 000 
Blouses) .jrieisl jigs Ayaden bas 100, 000 100, 000 200, 000 : 
OUND ADOS spt suas ay (8s Seas 100, 000 50, 000 ~ 
Marlaps tilts sieriart oat, 200, 000 
Flannel, shirts }-.;)4) 2 ae soo 300, 000 200, 000 100, 000 
Under drawers ..........-. 300, 000 200, 000 100, 000 
Sock,’ (pairs). O90 Of 23 600, 000 400, 000 200, 000 
Gloves, sohisall. Ipigaines 100, 000 100, 000 100, 000 
Shoes (large size) ..... 200, 000 
Soles! (pairs)?. 2 ACI 100, 000 100, 000 100, 060 
Sweatersisisih easl dost epee xs 200, 000 100, 000 100, 000 
Blankets® etawetie. oes. ak et 300, 000 100, 000 100, 000 
Haversacks or bags... .. 200, 000 200, 000 100, 000 
Break sSaiCKSi wus 6 eek 200, 000 200, 000 100, 000 
Cantine withcup ... ..... 200, 000 200, 000 200, 000 
Cartridge boxes. . . 2... 400, 000 400, 000 200, 000 
Mess kits: ;fer otto Ips tess 300, 000 150, 000 150, 000 
Beltsiigai tom), Eo. eee es 2 SPs 300, 000 200, 000 100, 000 


Considerable clothing stocks which the Americans have left. in 
France could at least satisfy part of the above mentioned needs. 

II. Armament and Munitions. Table below indicated on the one 
hand the number of arms and munitions already ordered (but not yet 
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delivered) and on theother hand the necessary material not yet bought 
for lack of credit. 





Number Of cars 
Ordered: but not Necessary but not|]___ 


——— 

















Designation b 
yet delivered ough Seat Transport Per 
total month 

Rifles and muskets of various 

types and systems_-__-_.__-_- 36, 000 150, 000 180 ~ 60 
Machine guns and ammunition 

Pe ee ee eee 220 400 120 30 
Ammunition for muskets and 

machine guns_______-____.__ 220, 000, 000 | 120, 000, 000 1, 000 200 
ROQE ATI SUITS peo AQ) oe an ee Se 200 50 
Ammunition wagons___--_-____ TOON ee ee 400 100 
Ammunition for 75s. 225552522 400, 000 800, 000 1, 200 240 
Ammunition wagons for 105’s___ aS te es ke 30a) = ees 
155 shells (short) and ammuni- 

tion wagons. { ssochusy ted toe 2400lt Siiw eaeitan 120 40 
Cartridges for 155 shorts______-_ 10, 500 220, 000 1, 000 100 
Mountain Guns 65 m/m_____-___ SO gl eee ere ee 30 10 
Shells for 65 m/m mountain guns_ 30; 000 h2 Hove wy lays 60). 20 
Cartridges size 120...........-. ZT eer Steen 20 10 
MiferentrArtillery Materiel. 2-2 |22_ 2 eseeeeee |e aes See 100 20 





4,660 | 900 
[4, 460]| [880] 





Aside from these needs of war material properly speaking, the 
absence of many other things is especially felt in the country, 

In the first place, medical products and sanitary articles, rubber, 
automobiles (especially trucks), motors, spare parts, tools, harnesses, 
leather articles, etc. 

III. For all those needs it is very important that the delivery 
should be assured before winter in a sure and rapid manner. 

For that purpose, the first necessity for Poland is to be connected 
with the west by arteries of communication whose output shall in- 
sure the transportation of all the articles bought by Poland. 

Up to the present those transportations arrive in Poland through 
4 routes of a small output, notably: 


I. Two trains daily (Polish) through Modane, Turin, Leoben, 


Vienna, Bohumin, Warsaw (lately stopped). 
II. From two to four trains daily through Gdasisk, Mlawa, War- 


saw, reserved exclusively for foodstuffs. ; 
III. One train weekly from Italy with artillery material and am- 


munitions. : 
IV. From three to six trains daily through Coblenz, Ems, Wil- 


helmshéhe, Halle, Glogau, Leszno. 


At the present time only the first three of those lines are function- 
ing, not very satisfactorily. The line across Germany is no longer 
used. 
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Since those lines of communication are very insufficient, it would 
be extremely necessary in order to insure a rapid liaison with the 
West: 

I. To enlarge or eventually to build freight stations, and tracks 
for unloading in the most important points of Poland, as for ex- 
ample Warsaw, Lodz, Cracow, Lwow, Jaroslaw, Modlin, a work 
which Poland could undertake herself. 

II. Increase the output of the existing lines, above mentioned, by 
more frequent trains, using especially the German line Gdansk, 
Mlawa, and the Italian line. One could for example have 3 or 4 
Polish trains daily. By utilizing for the transportation of foodstuffs 
the waterway of the Vistula, one could use to a maximum the Gdarisk 
line which could thus render great service. 

III. Open new lines of communications as for example through 
Braila (15 locomotives will be necessary for that purpose), or through 
Switzerland. 

IV. To reinforce the rolling stock of the Polish railways which at 
present is in a pitiable state, namely ; 


for a number 
of kilometres of: 


In the Warsaw districts 3,226 kms. 

In the Radom > 1,546 ” 

In the Cracow ? 1,924 ” 

In the Leopol a 2,050 ” 

In the Stanislaw ” 1,128 ” 
Total 9,834 

[9,874] 
and military railways: 

wide gauge 1,188 kms. 

normal gauge 2,735 ” 

narrow gauge 936 kms. 
Total 4,809 kkms. 


Poland only owns at present: 


4,525 passenger cars 
1,269 box-cars 
244 mail cars 
21,901 covered freight cars 
7,178 uncovered freight cars 
21,272 coal cars 
56 refrigerator cars 
100 “foudre” cars 
114 poultry cars 
234 cattle cars 
2,474 tank cars. 





60,375 [69,367] cars, 2,110 of which must be re- 
turned abroad since they do not belong to the Polish Government. 
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For that number of cars we have at our disposal only 2,354 loco- 
motives, 1,200 of which are worn and cannot be of service without 
serious repairs. 

The above. mentioned Rendon which do not maluoe the Posnania 
system, nor that of the reoccupied regions in the East, but include 
only the central part of Poland within the limits of he Congress of 
Vienna and Galicia; they show the imperious and: urgent necessity 
of reinforcing the eatinoad material of Poland by at least: 

2,500 locomotives and 70,000 freight cars. 

It i is only through a similar reorganization that the arteries newly 
created, as well as those already existing, would form a system of 
bonnie atid by which Poland would Brees the supplies indis- 
pensable for the maintenance of the present situation and for her 
advance to the East. 

Poland appreciates at its true worth the support which has vids 
given her up to the present time. 

The arms, munitions and generous assistance furnished by France, 
have permitted her to attain a brilliant success of very important 
extent. 

The aid furnished by the United States and Great Britain in the 
form of hundreds of thousands of tons of supplies has saved millions 
of people from death by hunger. 

Tt is with a heart full of gratitude that the Polish people agree to 
offer payment in blood for the maintenance of world peace as fixed 
in the basis of the Congress at Versailles. 

But the necessity of the assistance explained above becomes each 
day more and more urgent. The result of this assistance would be 
the definite assurance of peace in the Orient. 

Without this assistance—it is the needless loss of efforts and sacri- 
fices; Poland would be placed on the eve of an inevitable crisis which 
eon well be followed by the entire ruin of the country and of the 
army. 

This is the reason why Poland, once again in a difficult situation, 
appeals to her Allies and cakul ss and confidently awaits their ener- 
getic assistance. 

SoMKOWSKI 
General and Vice Minister of War 
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Note From General Weygand Suggesting an Amendment to the Reso- 
lution of September 27, 1919, Relative to the Repatriation of Czecho- 
Slovak Troops in Siberia, So As To Effect Also the Repatriation of 
Polish, Jugo-Slav and Rumanian Troops in Siberia 


OFFICE OF THE MARSHAL 
COMMANDER IN CHIEF 
ALLIED ARMIES 


General Staff 
2nd Section 
Paris, 4 bis Boulevard des Invalides 


No. 3966 Paris, September 28, 1919. 
Marshal, Commander in Chief Allied Armies 


to 
The President. of the Council 
(Secretariat of the Peace Conference.) 


The Supreme Council of the Allied Powers on the 27th of Septem- 
ber adopted the following resolution: 

“It is decided that a Commission composed of one American, 
British, French, Italian and Japanese officer should be created to deal 
with the repatriation of German, Austrian and Hungarian Prisoners 
in Siberia. 

“It is also decided that the repatriation of the Czecho-Slovak troops 
in Siberia should be effected before that of the German, Austrian and 
Hungarian prisoners.” 

I have the honor to call your attention to the fact that there are 
in Siberia, besides the Czecho-Slovak troops, considerable numbers 
of troops of allied nations which have at various times requested their 
repatriation. 

Polish about . .. 10,700 


Jugo-Slavs ” ... 4,800 
Rumanians ” ... 3,000 


These contingents deserve to the same degree as the Czecho-Slovak 
to be repatriated before the German, Austrian and Hungarian 
prisoners. 

I therefore have the honor to beg you to be good enough to submit 
the Supreme Council the following modification to the second para- 
graph of the resolution mentioned above: 


“It is also decided that the repatriation of the Czecho-Slovak, Polish, 
Jugo-Slav and Rumanian troops in Siberia should be effected before 
that of the German, Austrian and Hungarian prisoners.” 

P. O. the Major-General 
WerycGanpD 
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Appendix E to HD-65 
Proposal To Hand Over the Battleship “Volya” to General Denekin 


The British Admiralty has proposed that the Russian Battleship 
Volya which was handed over to the Allied and Associated Powers 
under Article 29 of the Armistice of November 11, 1918, should be 
transferred to General Denekin. 

The Admiralty point out that the Volya is held in trust until there 
is a stable Government in Russia to which she can be returned. The 
Russian destroyer Derzki which is now in the keeping of His Majesty’s 
Government and two Russian destroyers in the possession of the 
French Government have been transferred to General Denekin, while 
the Italian and Greek Governments have been asked similarly to trans- 
fer the Russian ships which they hold. 

The overhauling and repairing of the Volya has involved consider- 
able work and expense on the part of His Majesty’s Government, and 
the Admiralty hope that money and trouble will be saved if the Volya 
is sent to Sebastopol to be handed over to General Denekin. The 
British Delegation has the honor to recommend this proposal to the 
favorable consideration of the Supreme Council. 


Submitted by the British Delegation, September 30, 1919. 
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Paris, October 1, 1919. 


From: The Secretary General of the Commission on International 
Labor Legislation. 
To: The Secretary General of the Peace Conference. 


I have the honor to inform you that I have received from the Amer- 
ican Commission to Negotiate Peace a note dated September 29, con- 
taining the following remarks, to which I would call attention: 

Finland has inquired regarding the possibility of sending delegates 
to the Conference. Norway and Holland have also inquired whether 
their delegates will be admitted in case they have not joined the League 
of Nations by October 29th. In view of the decision of the Supreme 
Council and of the President regarding the admission of German and 
Austrian Delegates, the United States Government presumes that no 
objection will be made to the admission of the Finnish Delegation and 
of the representatives of other nations who have not yet expressed 
their adhesion to the League. 

The foregoing matters are brought to the attention of the Com- 
mission on International Labor Legislation by direction of the United 
States Government which requests that they may be submitted to the 
Supreme Council and the United States Government duly informed 
of any decisions reached. 
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In transmitting this communication to the Secretariat General of 
the: Conference, the Secretary of the Commission on International 
Labor Legislation believes it to be his duty to draw the attention of the 
Supreme Council to the advantage there would be in settling the ques- 
tion raised by Finland, Norway and Holland. In doing this there 
would be an opportunity for the Supreme Council to specify the mean- 
ing of its decision of September 11th,’ in indicating that the countries 
that had not declared their adhesion to the Society of Nations before . 
October 29th, would nevertheless be authorized to send their delegates 
to Washington; that the question of the admission of these countries 
would be left to the Conference itself, and that that question would 
be decided immediately beforé the discussion of the basic questions 
appearing on the Conference’s order of the day. 

Such a solution would have the advantage of quieting certain fears 
recently manifested by workmen’s organizations, fears which would 
result in prejudicing the success of the Conference. 


Appendix G to HD-65 


THH CHARGE D’ AFFAIRES OF 
THE AUSTRIAN BEPUBLIC: 


No. 1200 Sr. Germain-En-Laye, September 17, 1919. 


From: M. Mayrhauser, Chargé d’Affaires, pro tem. 
To: M. Clemenceau. 

The populations of the regions of western Hungary which, by the 
Treaty of St. Germain, have been attributed to Austria, have ad- 
dressed themselves, through the intermediary of several deputations, 
to the Government of the Austrian Republic formulating the follow- 
ing grievances: 

On September 6, 1919, a Hungarian military detachment presented 
itself to the commune of Gols, situated in the Comitat of Wieselburg, 
to take possession of the conscripts of the said commune. The con- 
scripts having fled, the soldiers raged against the peasants who had 
been but spectators: a number of persons were wounded by shots and 
by blows from the butt of the guns. 

The following day, a more numerous detachment penetrated into 
the village, arrested the fathers of the conscripts and transported 
them to the prisons of Deutsch-Altenburg. 

At Oedenburg, the Hungarian troops, under the command of 
Colonel Boze, exercised a regime of terror. More than 600 workmen 
were arbitrarily arrested; they were abused in the prisons to such 


"HD-52, minute 4, p.,185. 
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an extent that several among them succumbed to the torments to 
which they were subjected. 

This attitude of the Hungarian troops in regions which, by virtue 
of the decision of the Peace Conference, are to be incorporated with 
Austria after the going into force of the Peace Treaty, makes us fear 
that the evacuation of western Hungary by the Hungarian troops will 
be accompanied by new acts of violence against.a peaceful population, 
which, in spite of its desire to be attached to its nationals, has awaited 
with exemplary patience the decision of the Allied and Associated 
Powers giving satisfaction to this desire. The inhabitants of the 
countries menaced with such a fate notably fear that their cattle and 
the produce of their harvests [ will?] become the object of seizures and 
sequestrations. 

Moved by the grievances and by the apprehensions eed by the 
deputations of the populations in despair, my Government addressed 
itself to the Missions of the Principal Allied and Associated Powers 
begging them to intercede with the Peace Conference in order that 
an Interallied Commission of officers be sent to Oedenburg to prevent 
by its presence the repetition of acts of violence of this kind and to 
control the attitude of the Hungarian troops when they evacuate the 
territory in question. 

My Government has charged me to call the attention of Your Ex- 
cellency to the above and beg it, in its name, to be kind enough to take 
into consideration the proposition above mentioned. 

Please accept, etc. The Chargé @ Affaires, pro tem., 

MayRHAUSER 


Paris Peace Conf. 180.08501/66 
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Notes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers Held in M. Pichon’s Room at the Quai d’Orsay, Paris, 


on Tuesday, October 7, 1919, at 10:30 a. m. 


PRESENT 


AMERICA, 
UNITED STATES OF 


Hon. F. L. Polk 


Secretary 
Mr. L. Harrison 


BritisH EMPIRE 


Sir Hyre Crowe 


Secretary 
Mr. H. Norman 


ITaty 


M. Scialoja 


Secretary 
M. Barone Russo 


FRANCE 


M. Pichon 


Secretaries 


M. Dutasta 
M. de St. Quentin 


JAPAN 


M. Matsui 


Secretary 
M. Kawai 


Joint Secretariat 


America, UNITED STaTEs oF . Mr. C. Russell _ 
British EMPIRE. .... . . Capt. Hinchley-Cooke 
FRANCE fon cmt dennces peutn vaste tieden VL aseIElL 
PRADO es a cue Pee meer ee Catter 


Interpreter—M. Mantoux 


The following were also present for the items in which they were concerned: 


AMERICA, UNITED STATES oF 
Mr. E. L. Dresel 

Colonel Logan 

Colonel Browning 


BRITISH EMPIRG 
General Sackville-West 
General Mance 
General Groves 

Lt. Col. Kisch 

Major Money 

Mr. Ibbetson-James 
Mr. Forbes-Adam 

Mr. Herbert-Brown 


FRANCE 

Marshal Fock 

M. Loucheur 
General Weygand 
M. Laroche 

ITALY 

General Cavallero 
M. Brambilla. 
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1. (The Council had before it the Note of the German Government 
of October 3rd (See Appendix “A”).) 
ee pe Marswat Focu said that he thought the members 
Note of the of the Council had already taken note of the contents 


German Govern- 
ment Relativeto of the German Note. The German Government pro- 


of the Baltic tested its good faith and asked for the appointment 

of a mixed Commission which should take the neces- 
sary steps to effect a speedy evacuation of the Baltic Provinces. He 
proposed that a reply be made stating that the Allied and Associated 
Governments were willing to work with Germany, but this must not be 
interpreted as meaning that they were willing to relieve Germany of 
her responsibilities. The Allied and Associated Governments agreed 
to the appointment of a mixed Commission, but maintained the view 
that this Commission should be particularly charged with seeing that 
the German Government took the necessary steps to guarantee the evac- 
uation. This method of procedure seemed to him all the more neces- 
sary, because the German Government had enumerated a series of steps 
which it had taken, which were in fact only half steps. ‘The Commis- 
sion would be charged with seeing that the promises, which had been 
made to the Allied and Associated Governments, were kept. On the 
other hand, it was to be understood that, if the results were not forth- 
coming, these Governments would be obliged to put into effect the 
means of coercion which had been decided upon. 

Mr. Poxk said that he fully agreed with Marshal Foch. He asked 
whether the German Government had up to the present paid the troops 
in question. If this was in fact the case it created a ridiculous situa- 
tion. He was not surprised that the German Government paid these 
troops, but he was very much surprised that they confessed to the fact 
so openly. 

Marsuat Foon said that the Germans not only continued to pay the 
troops in question but they also were supplying them constantly with 
provisions of every kind. 

Sm Eyre Crows said that he approved of Marshal Foch’s proposals. 
He desired to add that he thought it necessary to state in the reply to 
Germany that the Allied and Associated Governments were not satis- 
fied with the explanation which had been made. It was important to 
point out that the recall of General von der Goltz had been demanded 
three times and that it was only now that such a step had been decided 
upon by the German Government. ‘The German reply was drafted to 
a great extent for public opinion at home and for purposes of propa- 
ganda, and for this reason the Allied and Associated Governments 
were also entitled to state their views fully. He had just received a 
telegram from the British Mission at Riga, dated the 4th’ October, 
and consequently despatched after the German Note had been trans- 
mitted. The telegram pointed out that movements of German troops 
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in the direction of Jacobstadt were continually being reported,’ ‘There 
was not a single sign to indicate that evacuation was contemplated. 
In the neutral zone to the east, the Germans had been replaced by 
Russians, and) finally General von der Goltz had assumed a most 
threatening attitude towards the Letts. rep 

M, Picuon. suggested that Marshal Foch should be requested to 
draft.a reply to the German Government taking note of the remarks 
made by Mr. Polk and Sir Eyre Crowe. He considered it important 
to point out to the Germans that. the Allied and Associated Govern- 
ments held them entirely responsible for what had occurred. 

Marsuau Foon said that the appointment of a Commission did not 
raise particular difficulties; the Commission existed in fact in the form 
of the Inter-Allied.Mission, at. the head of which General Gough had 
been placed. | General, Gough, however, was no longer at Riga, and it 
would therefore be necessary, to place an energetic officer at the head 
of the Commission., ;He wished to ask from what army the Council 
desired that the officer in question should: be chosen. 

Sm Eyre Crows said thatthe British:Government would have no 
objection to the appointment of a French General. 

M. Picuow suggested that Marshal Foch submit’ his views to the 
Council on:the following day. |: : 

Sm Eyre Crows said that the Germans had asked in their Note that: 
the means of economic pressure decided upon by the Allied and Asso- 
ciated Government[s] be:abandoned.. He desired to express the hope 
that in the Note which Marshal Foch was about to prepare, it should be 
pointed out to the German Government that the measures in question 
would only be suspended, when the Commission had submitted satis-. 
factory reports. 

It was decided: 


that Marshal Foch should present to the Supreme Council at its 
next meeting the draft of a reply to the Note from the German Gov- 
ernment of the 3rd October, respecting the evacuation of the Baltic 
Provinces, in which Marshal Foch should take into consideration. the 


views expressed by Mr. Polk and Sir Eyre Crowe. 


2. (The Council: had before it a memorandum from the British 
Delegation of the 30th September, 1919 (See Appendix “B”).) 
. 'Gunerat Weyeanp read and commented upon this 


Maintenance and i 
MRiobenpake «5 memorandum. | He said that there was first the general 


Russian Prison- question of policy to be decided. The Supreme Coun- 
Germany cil in a resolution taken on the 2nd August? had'said 


that the'German Government should be given full 
liberty in regard to the repatriation of Russian prisoners'/of war and 
that the Allied and Associated'Governments would not intervene either 


* HD-22, minute. 7, vol. vit, p. 486. 
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in the repatriation or in the maintenance of these prisoners. The reso- 
lution in question had not been sufficiently far-reaching. Marshal 
Foch had pointed out in a number of notes addressed to the Conference, 
that serious difficulties might arise, if the Allied and Associated Gov- 
ernments abandoned all control and left the field entirely open to 
German action. He had pointed out that without undertaking the 
entire control, it would be possible to appoint an International Com- 
mission upon which there would be, in addition to representatives of 
the Allied and Associated Powers, German and Russian representa- 
tives. This would create a means of dealing with German manoeuvres. 
It would be a simple matter to organize such a Commission in view 
of the fact that there were already officers at Berlin, who were dealing 
with the question. The Germans could easily appoint a representative, 
but insofar as the Russians were concerned, the question was somewhat 
delicate, for it might perhaps be difficult to find a man who was not 
affiliated with a particular faction. If the Council decided to appoint 
such an International Commission, that Commission could be directed 
to liquidate the routine matters which required action and which had 
been mentioned in the memorandum of the British Delegation. 

Sir Eyre Crowe pointed out that the Council should decide as to 
the questions of principle and leave it to the Commission to insure their 
application. If the Commission were left too much to itself, its first 
act would undoubtedly be to address a new report to the Supreme 
Council. It would therefore be necessary to give full directions. 

GreNreRAL Wercanp agreed, and said that this matter could be dealt 
with in the instructions to be prepared for the Commission. In reply 
to a question asked by Mr. Polk, he stated that the Commission would 
sit in Berlin. 

Mr. Poxx said that he agreed in principle, but that so far as he was 
concerned, there was a difficulty in regard to detail. General Harries, 
who had been the head of the American Mission at Berlin, had left, 
and the officer who would be appointed would necessarily be without 
information on the subject. 

Genera Wercanp said that the questions for the Commission to 
decide were chiefly of a financial nature, and which financial repre- 
sentatives could study at Paris. It would be sufficient if an officer, 
who was informed as to the questions, such as Colonel Kisch, could 
supply the necessary information. There was one question, however, 
which was somewhat delicate, and that related to the refugees from 
Kieff. The Germans maintained that the Allies had guaranteed the 
maintenance in Germany of four hundred Russians who had left Kieff 
with the German troops in order to escape the Bolshevists. The Ger- 
man Government added that their action had been taken at the request 
ofthe Entente. The amount expended amounted to about two millions. 

510124—46—VOL. VIII 33 
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So far as the French authorities were concerned, they were without 
information as to the action which the Germans claimed had been taken 


by the Allies, 
Smr Eyre Crowe said that the British Government were equally 


without information in regard to the matter. 
(It was decided: 


that Marshal Foch should present to the Council at its next meeting 
a draft resolution respecting the organization of an International 
Commission to deal with the maintenance and repatriation of Russian 
prisoners of war in Germany.) 

3. (The Council had before it a note from the Organizing Com- 
mittee of the Reparations Commission of the 27th September, 1919. 


(See Appendix C.)) 
on M. Loucwevr read and commented upon the pro- 
Viton of s Bab posals of the Organizing Committee of the Repara- 


ommissi f : eas > 
the Organizing tions Commission. He said that the proposal was most 


five Heyarations urgent, particularly in view of the fact that the situa- 


San not tion became worse each day. He wished most strongly 
to urge that the principle of the appointment of the subcommission 
should be approved upon that day and that the members of the com- 
mission should be ready to act at the earliest possible moment. 

(It was decided: 


(1) that a subcommission of the Organizing Committee of the Rep- 
arations Commission should be established at Vienna at the earliest 
cere moment to study the questions relating to the revictualing of 

ustria ; 

(2) that this subcommission should be composed of a delegate from 
each of the Powers represented on the Organizing Committee of the 
Reparations Commission. The presidency of the subcommission 
should be held at each meeting by each of the delegates in turn; the 
secretary should be permanent. There should be added to the sub- 
commission for purposes of consultation and following the nature of 
the subjects dealt with, representatives of the States bordering upon 
Austria: Poland, Roumania, Czecho-Slovakia, Jugo-Slavia and 
Hungary; 

(3) that the subcommission should determine the foodstuffs and 
raw materials needed by Austria and ascertain all the available means 
of developing the greatest amount of production in Austria itself; 

(4) that the subcommission should examine and propose the means 
which should appear best to facilitate and to guarantee the delivery 
and transport from the countries bordering upon Austria of such mer- 
chandise as was necessary as well as the payment by Austria to its ven- 
dors. The subcommission should see to it that its views were adopted 
by all the interested states. 


It was also decided: 


that the subcommission should be established at Vienna by a mem- 
ber of the Organizing Committee of the Reparations Commission, who 
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should present his credentials from the Supreme Council to Dr. 
Renner. ) 


4, (The Council had before it the draft of a telegram prepared by 
the European Coal Commission (See appendix “D”).) 

M. Lovucueur read and commented upon this tele- 

Telegram to the gram. He said that he proposed to add at the end of 


and Polish Gov- the text an appeal to the good will of the Polish and 


ernments Re- 


specting the Czecho-Slovak Governments. 
hari Sir Eyre Crowe said that he wished to call the atten- 


tion of the Council to the last phrase of the penulti- 
mate paragraph of the text in which the words, “tout retard nouveau 
a partir de ce jour devra étre ratrappé dans le délai minimum”. This 
phrase appeared unnecessary on account of the difficulty of execution 
and he proposed that it be omitted. 

It was decided: 

(1) to transmit the telegram prepared by the European Coal Com- 
mission (See appendix “D”) to the Government of the Czecho-Slovak 
Republic and to the Government of the Polish Republic; 

(2) to omit in the telegram the last phrase of the penultimate para- 
graph. 

It was further decided: 

that M. Loucheur should add to the text a supplementary paragraph 


appealing to the good-will of the Czecho-Slovak and Polish Govern- 
ments. 


5. (The Council had before it a telegram addressed to General 
Haking by the British Delegation at Paris (See appendix “H”).) 

M. Lovcuevr said that he did not agree with the 

SEY European Coal Commission, which had brought to the 


piled Officers to attention of the Council with a favorable recommenda- 
pper Silesia To 


eae tion, the telegram addressed to General Haking, which 
of Coal had embodied a suggestion made by M. Paderewski. 


He thought that the despatch of a large number of 
officers to Upper Silesia would provoke serious difficulties on the part 
of the Germans. 

M. Picuon said that he agreed with the view expressed by M. 
Loucheur. 

Sm Eyre Crowe said that his experts were not convinced that the 
despatch of a Commission of Officers would have the practical results 
which had been anticipated. 

Mr. Potx said that Colonel Goodyear, who had come from Upper 
Silesia, thought that it would serve a useful purpose to send a Com- 
mission composed of a small number of members. The despatch of 


2'Translation: “Any new delay henceforth will have to be made up within a 
minimum time limit.” 
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such a Commission would make it possible to obtain definite informa- 
tion as to the situation in the mines. General Dupont shared this 
opinion, 

M. Loucueur said that if it were possible to send a representative 
of each of the Powers, the Allied Missions at Berlin could be directed 
to take the necessary steps, and it would be understood that the Com- 
mission would be under the orders of the Missions at Berlin, but it 
should also keep in close touch with the Coal Commission at Mahrisch- 
Ostrau. 

Mr. Pork said that the American Delegation would be obliged to 
send one of its representatives from the Coal Commission at Paris. 
He wished to mention this fact simply as a matter of detail. 

It was decided: 


(1) to despatch to Upper Silesia a sub-commission composed of a 
Representative of the United States of America, British Empire, 
France and Italy to insure the normal output of coal ; 

(2) that the members of this Commission, with the exception of the 
American Representative, should be chosen by the Chiefs of the 
Entente Missions at Berlin from among the officers attached to these 
Missions; 

(3) that the Commission should be placed under the orders of the 
Military Representative of the Entente at Berlin. 


It was further decided: 


that the Commission should keep in touch with the Coal Commission 
at Mahrisch-Ostrau. 


6. (The Council had before it a proposal made by Colonel Logan to 
the European Coal Commission (See Appendix BY?) ey 
eh cade M. Lovcurur read and commented upon Colonel 
Charged With Logan’s proposal. He thought that the distribution of 


the Provisionary 


Re-Distribution Austro-Hungarian rolling stock ought not to be de- 
Stock of the layed any longer than necessary. If the transports 
Hungarian had been suspended and traffic was practically inter- 
Monarchy 


rupted, it was not because the material was lacking, 
but because the distribution of this material had not yet been made. 
Article 318 of the Treaty of Peace with Austria called for the forma- 
tion of a special Commission to deal with this redistribution. He 
proposed that the Commission called for by Article 318 be appointed 
at the present time and that it should act in a provisionary character 
until the Treaty came into force. 

M. Pricuon said that he saw a difficulty in view of the fact that the 
Treaty called for the presence on the Commission of a Representative 
of the Hungarian State Railways. 

M. Loucuevr said that the draft resolution prepared by Colonel 
Logan tended to appoint a new Commission. It would be preferable 
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to appoint a permanent Commission immediately, specifying that it 
would act at present with only a temporary character. 

Mr. Pox said that, with reference to M. Pichon’s objection, he 
proposed that the Commission be constituted in accordance with the 
proposal of the Ports, Waterways and Railways Commission ap- 
proved by the Supreme Council on the 29th July,’ and that the Hun- 
garian Representative, who should be chosen from the Hungarian 
State Railways, be named by the Allied Generals at Budapest. 

It was decided: 


(1) to appoint in advance a Commission of experts to deal with 
the re-distribution of the rolling stock as prescribed by Article 318 
of the Treaty of Peace with Austria; 

(2) that the Hungarian Representative attached should be ap- 
pointed by the Allied Generals at Budapest from the staff of the 
Hungarian State Railways; 

(3) that upon the appointment of the Commission, instructions 
should be given to the President in a sense of the resolution prepared 
by Colonel Logan (See Appendix “F”). 


7, (The Council had before it a note from the British Delegation 
of the 3d October (See appendix “G”).) 
eres Sm Eyre Crowe said that when the Council had 
the Presidentsof decided on the 23d September ‘ to fix the amount of the 


the Naval and 5 oe : 
Air Commissions g]]owances for the President of the Military Commis- 


Germany sion of Control in Germany as well as for the Presi- 
dents of the sub-commissions, they had forgotten to fix the amount 
of the allowances for the Presidents of the Naval and Air Commis- 
sions of Control. He thought that the three Presidents of the Com- 
missions of Control should be placed upon the same footing and be 
given the same allowances. 

Mr. Potx said that he had spoken to General Bliss in regard to the 
matter and that the latter had expressed surprise that the resolution 
had been adopted in that form. He (Mr. Polk) had just returned to 
Paris and was not in a position to make a reply at the moment, but 
he would communicate his answer to the Secretariat-General later on. 

The Proposal of the British Delegation was accepted on the under- 
standing that Mr. Polk would communicate his reply as soon as 
possible. 

8. M. Larocne said that the decision of the Supreme Council to 
hold a plebiscite at Teschen*® had been communicated to the Polish 

and Czecho-Slovak Governments. In accordance with 


Nomination the terms of this decision, the plebiscite was to be 
Caamiasion held within a period of three months after notifica- 


tion. It was therefore most urgent that a Commis- 





2 HD-18, minute 5, vol. vu, p. 372. 
*HD-59, minute 38, p. 327. 
5 HD-58, minute 2, p. 300; HD-62, minute 8, p. 412. 
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sion should be appointed. He wished to add that it was important 
that the Commissioners should leave at as early a date as possible in 
order to put an end to the unrest which was showing itself in the 
Duchy. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that he had telegraphed his Government but, 
probably on account of the recent disturbances in England, he had 
received no reply. 

Mr. Poux said that he had also received no reply up to the present. 

M. Scratogsa said that the Italian Government, in view of the fact 
that the resolution of the Supreme Council, did not make it obligatory 
to change their representative on the Teschen Commission, had 
thought it advisable to appoint their present representative at 
Teschen. . 

M. Picnon said that he was informed that the authorities at Prague 
were most desirous that the Inter-Allied Commission should be com- 
posed of new members. The question was an important one for the 
Czecho-Slovak Government in view of the demonstrations which had 
been made against it within the course of the last few weeks. He 
believed that the wishes of the Czecho-Slovak Government should be 
met in this matter. 

M. Larocus said that the French Representative would be M. de 
Manneville, Minister Plenipotentiary. 

M. Sctatosa said that if the other Powers appointed new representa- 
tives the Italian Government would do the same. 

M. Larocue said that it was further necessary to arrange for the 
Military occupation of the Duchy; it was an urgent matter, but the 
Council would have to await the reply of the British Government 
on the general question of the constitution of the forces which were 
to undertake Inter-Allied occupations. 

(The Council decided to postpone the discussion of the question 
until the American and British Representatives had received instruc- 
tions from their Governments.) 

9. (The Council had before it a note from the British Delegation 
dated the 2nd October, 1919 (See Appendix “H”).) 

Str Eyre Crowe read and commented upon the note 
presented by the British Delegation of the 2nd Octo- 


Limitation of 


a ce aoe ber. He recalled that General Milne had been asked 
et aik by the Supreme Council to fix a line which neither the 
ake une Turks nor the Greeks should pass.6 The General had 


gone to the spot. He thought that the present line 
could not be held. It was necessary for the Greeks either to advance 
or retreat. If they advanced they could not avoid a conflict with the 


*HD-10, minute 4, vol. vm, p. 194. 
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Turks. The Greeks were aware of this fact. General Milne thought 
that it would be possible to advance the line, but in this event, it would 
be necessary to take armed resistance into consideration. General 
Milne had summarized the situation in paragraphs 11, 12 and 13 of 
the Note which was before the Council. Before M. Venizelos had left 
Paris he had been sounded as to whether he was willing to accept a 
withdrawal of the Greek line under the conditions fixed by General 
Milne. M. Venizelos appeared to be willing to agree, but upon con- 
dition that a withdrawal in the region of Aidin should call for 
occupation of the territories evacuated by the Greeks by Interallied 
contingents. 

GENERAL CavALiero said that from a military point of view he had 
no objection to the proposals of General Milne as a whole. He ob- 
jected only to these proposals which dealt with the southern part of 
the line held by the Greeks. General Milne appeared to desire a with- 
drawal in the region of Aidin. From a military point of view, this 
proposal was the better one, because the situation of the Greeks at 
Aidin was precarious, and, if it were to be improved, a conflict with 
the Turks was inevitable. He wished also to state that the line drawn 
on the map annexed to the British report’ did not entirely correspond 
to the conclusions of the report. So far as the occupation of the valley 
of the Meander was concerned, he thought the proposals contained in 
the fourth paragraph of the British Note did not quite agree with the 
terms of General Milne’s report. There was in this report nothing to 
show that the actual line of demarcation should continue to form the 
northern limit of the Italian occupation. If the valley of the Meander 
was to be occupied by Allied troops it was natural that the occupation 
should be effected by Italian troops, in view of the fact that they were 
on the spot, and also as the refugees from the region of Aidin were con- 
centrated in the territories occupied by the Italian troops, it would be 
easy for the Italians to return them to their homes. The character of 
the Italian soldier was such as to make incidents impossible. The 
Italian soldier lived on good terms with the local population and this 
was a guarantee that the occupation could be made under the best 
conditions. 

Sm Eyre Crows said that the proposals contained in the British Note 
were based upon General Milne’s report. There was no reason for 
believing that the General had thought of advancing the Italian line. 
He knew an agreement had been made between the Greeks and the 
Italians; an agreement approved by the Supreme Council in regard to 
the limits of the respective zones of occupation.* He wished to state, 
with all due deference to the Italian Government and its military au- 





™Map referred to does not accompany the minutes. 
8 HD-10, minute 4, vol. vil, p. 194. 
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thorities, that he did not feel that the idea of replacing Greek troops by 
Italian troops would meet the situation. If the Greek withdrawal 
were followed by an Italian advance, he feared that the effect would 
be disastrous from a Greek point of view. The proposal to which M. 
Venizelos had finally agreed looked to a Franco-British occupation. 
Such an occupation seemed possible of realization, but if the Greeks 
learned that they were to be replaced by Italians the situation would 
be worse than at present. 

Grnerau Cavatizro said that in examining the resolution taken by 
the Supreme Council on the 18th July, he did not see that it was a 
question of defining a neutral zone nor that any similar definition was 
necessary. 

M. Picuon said that the reasons given by Sir Eyre Crowe appeared 
to him most grave. If the Italian proposal were accepted there was 
great danger that the end which the Council sought, which was the 
pacification of the region, would not be achieved. 

M. Scratoga said that so far as the pacification of the region was 
concerned experience was in the favor of the Italians. There would 
be no complaint from the Turkish populations in the region of the 
Italian occupation. He ventured also to remark that the line of the 
18th July was a line of demarcation between the Greeks and the 
Italians. If the Greeks were no longer there, it would be natural, to 
establish contact, for the line to go farther north. The Greeks would 
have no reason to complain. It would be possible to hear the Greeks 
first or to postpone the settlement of the question until an agreement 
with them had been reached. 

Mr. Porx asked what would be the result if the line were moved 
farther east. 

Str Eyre Crows asked the Council to put themselves in the place 
of the Greek Government. At M. Clemenceau’s request, M. Venizelos 
had endeavored to reach an agreement with M. Tittoni. If M. 
Scialoja’s proposal were now adopted, the Council would appear to 
be taking sides with the Italians against the Greeks without having 
consulted the latter, and would also be failing in their engagements. 
So far as he was concerned, he could not associate himself with such 
a course. 

Mr. Porx said that he agreed with Sir Kyre Crowe. The Greeks 
would be put in a humiliating situation, because a line of agreement 
had already been fixed with them. 

M. Sctaxoga said that if the principle of Interallied occupation of the 
neutral zone were adopted it would have to be understood that an 
Italian contingent would form part of the army of occupation. He 
recalled that the refugees from Aidin had been placed under the pro- 
tection of Italian troops, 
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M. PicHoN said that he saw no reason to object to this proposal. 

Sir Eyre Crows said that in taking this action the Council would be 
precipitating difficulties which would inevitably provoke trouble be- 
tween the Italians and the Greeks. The Council had assumed obliga- 
tions towards the Greeks because they had asked them to go to 
Smyrna. He asked whether any similar resolution had been made 
requesting the Italians to go to Asia Minor. 

M. Scrarosa said that there had been a resolution of the 18th 
July which, by fixing a line between the Italians and Greeks, had 
recognized the principle of Italian occupation. 

Mr. Poxx said that the Council had testified to an occupation in 
fact, but he did not believe that they had accepted the principle of 
Italian occupation. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that General Milne had only been instructed 
to fix a line of demarcation. 

M. Scrarosa said that all occupation was occupation in Asia Minor 
and occupation in fact and did not constitute a definite right. For 
the moment he held that Italian occupation had been recognized. 

Mr. Porx said that he had heard nothing to the effect that Italian 
occupation had ever been recognized. The Council, in fixing a line 
of demarcation, had never sanctioned Italian occupation. It had only 
been a question of avoiding conflict. 

(He then read the resolution of the 18th July (See ELD. 1p, 
Minute 4).) 

M. Scrazosa said that this resolution constituted a virtual recogni- 
tion, particularly because of the fact that the line of demarcation had 
been communicated to the Turkish Government in the name of the 
Conference. The Italian troops were in Asia Minor in the name of 
the Conference. 

Sm Eyre Crows said that if M. Scialoja should insist upon this 
declaration being inserted in the proces-verbal he would be obliged 
to make a formal reservation. His Government had undoubtedly 
never recognized Italian occupation. 

M. Prcuon said that the Council had to pronounce upon a definite 
proposition. The question was in what manner the zone between the 
line drawn in accordance with the resolution of the 18th July and 
with the new line, which General Milne proposed, should be held by 
the Greeks. He asked whether the territory was to be occupied by 
Inter-Allied troops, which should include Italian representatives. 
Tt must be understood that the Inter-Allied occupation of the new zone 
could not have the effect of sanctioning the situation created by the 
landing of Italian troops in Asia Minor. 

Six Eyre Crown said that he wished to add that General Milne 
advocated the representation of Greek troops in the army of occupa- 
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‘tion of the zone which they were about to evacuate. It was, in effect, 
the Greeks who were retiring from a territory to which they had gone 
with the approval of the Conference. 

M. Picuon asked whether it would be possible to send Italian troops 
as well to this zone. 

Mr. Porx said that he was ready to refer the matter to his military 
advisers, but he could not consent to this arrangement if it meant that 
the present position of the Italians in Asia Minor was to be recog- 
nized. The situation would then be quite different. The presence of 
Italian troops had never been recognized as resulting from a mandate 
given by the Conference. 

M. Picnon said that it would be possible to state in the decision 
that the steps which the Council proposed to take should in no way 
prejudice the final decision. The question now was to decide if the 
Inter-Allied Army of occupation should contain Greek troops and no 
Italian troops, if the occupation should be truly Inter-Allied and if, 
at the side of the American, British and French troops, Italian and 
Greek troops would be represented. 

Sir Eyre Crows said that he thought that he should make his point 
of view more definite. The Greeks were in occupation. They were 
being asked to retire for military reasons, to stop their advancing in 
order to avoid conflict with the Turks. M. Venizelos had said, that 
the Greek troops should be left where they were, but should be joined 
by British and French units. This would be sufficient to prevent the 
Turks from attacking. He asked just what the Council desired; 
whether it was to prevent the Turks from attack and nothing else. 
If the situation were complicated in allowing the Italians to enter 
the Inter-Allied Army, new difficulties would be created. The very 
fact of putting Italian and Greek troops in contact would place them 
on the verge of an incident. 

M. Picnon said that he recognized the weight of the views expressed 
by Sir Eyre Crowe and that he was in agreement with him. 

M. Scratoga said that he too would agree. 

Str Eyre Crowe said that he wished to take the occasion to express 
to his Italian colleague his thanks for the conciliatory attitude which 
he had adopted. There was another matter about which he desired 
to speak. He did not wish any doubt to exist as to the position of 
General Milne. General Milne had been appointed Commander-in- 
Chief of the Allied armies in Asia Minor by a decision of the Su- 
preme Council.® It appeared, however, that the French authorities 
at Constantinople were unwilling to recognize this situation. They 
stated that they had received no instructions on the subject. It might 
be possible to inform them of the decisions of the Conference. 


* HD-10, minute 4, vol. vu, p. 194. 
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M. Picuon said that there was no question but that General Milne 
was in command in Asia Minor. As to the question of the command 
at Constantinople, that was another matter, and had formed the sub- 
ject of negotiations between the British and French Governments, 
and an agreement had been reached in regard to the matter in the 
month of December last. He asked that Sir Eyre Crowe should permit 
him to consult with M. Clemenceau, who was Minister of War, in 
regard to the matter before any actions were taken. 

It was decided: 


(1) to accept the proposals made by General Milne in his tele- 
graphic report to the Supreme Council (See Appendix “H”) ; 

(2) that in the sector of Aidin the southern limit of the zone of 
Greek occupation should be changed to a line running to the north- 
east along the frontier of the sandjak of Smyrna to a point where 
this line intersects the said frontier ; 

(8) that the zone between the line established by the decision of 
the Supreme Council of the 18th July and the new line (frontier of 
the Sandjak) should be occupied by British, French and Greek 
troops.) 


Observations of 
the Roumanian 


Delegation Re- 10. (The question was adjourned pending the re- 
specting the : : 

Ports, Water- ceipt of a new Roumanian note.) 

ways and Rail- 


ways Clauses in 
the Treaty of 
Peace With 
Hungary 


Committee for 


the Execution of 11. (At M. Pichon’s request the appointment of a 


Colonial Clauses 


f the Treaty of : 
Peace With Committee was postponed.) 


Germany 
(The meeting then adjourned.) 
Hore. DE Criiion, Parts, 7 October, 1919. 


Appendix A to HD-66 
Translation 


Note From the German Government, Under Date of October 3, 
Relative to the Evacuation of the Baltic Regions by German 
Troops 


In reply to note No. 1755/G dated September 28 [27], 1919,” the 
German Government points out that it attaches the greatest im- 
portance to the determination taken regarding the retreat of the 
troops in the Baltic and in Lithuania, and that it is continually mak- 
ing the most energetic efforts to accomplish this operation. 


" ® Appendix E to HD-62, p. 419. 
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An order was issued, among others, to this end, under date of Sep- 
tember 25, 1919, ordering that the soldiers’ pay, as well as other advan- 
tages accorded to the units who would refuse to conform with the order 
of retreat, be withheld, and furthermore, in order to prevent. rein- 
forcements joining these troops, the German frontier on the Courland 
side has been closed. Orders were given to fire on the troops who 
despite this precaution would attempt to cross the line. The furnish- 
ing of munition supplies was formally forbidden. General von der 
Goltz has been recailed from his post. The supreme command is con- 
fided, in replacing General von der Goltz, to Major General Von 
Eberhardt, over all the troops which are at the present time East 
of the frontier of the Empire until such time as the complete retreat 
of the troops shall have been effected. Finally, the German Govern- 
ment has addressed a proclamation to these troops pointing out their 
duty, and indicating the dangers and sufferings of which they seem 
to be unaware, and which they might cause for the German people if 
they persist in their disobedience. 

All these measures should protect the German Government against 
the unjustified reproaches which the Allied and Associated Powers 
have judged necessary to address to Germany (basing the judgment 
upon the refusal of the German troops to obey orders) accusing them 
of not trying to fill their obligations relative to the evacuation of the 
former Russian territory. 

The Allied and Associated Governments have a sufficient idea of the 
position in which the Peace Treaty places Germany to realize that the 
German Government is unable to have recourse to more energetic 
military measures. 

Referring to the enlistment of German troops in Russian formation, 
the German Government completely declines any participation in this 
affair, and adds that it has again clearly expressed its point of view to 
those concerned. The German Government has never authorized these 
enlistments and has every desire to do all in its power in the accom- 
plishment of its evacuation obligations. 

The German Government must. protest energetically against the 
severe measures contained in Marshal Foch’s note, the object of which 
is the renewal of the blockade of Germany with a view to cutting off 
supplies. The Allied and Associated Governments cannot have for- 
gotten that this blockade caused not only the death of hundreds of 
thousands of women, children and patients, but further introduced a 
weakening in the labor output as a result of insufficient nourishment, 
which produced a direct influence upon the disorder under which 
Germany is seriously suffering at this time. 

The German Government has every hope that the Allied and Asso- 
ciated Powers, recognizing its good faith, and, in consideration of this, 
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will forego the application of these inhuman war measures against 
the German civil population which is in no wise responsible for the 
actions of the troops now in the East. 

But, in order to furnish the Allied and Associated Governments 
with an opportunity to familiarize themselves with the intensity of 
its intervention, the German Government requests that they enter into 
pour parlers concerning the measures it would be advisable to adopt. 

To this end, the German Government proposes the early constitu- 
tion of a commission composed of representatives of the German 
Government and representatives of the Allied and Associated Gov- 
ernments. In the view of the German Government, the duty of this 
Commission would be, after an examination of the situation, to take 
the necessary measures to bring about a rapid execution of the evacua- 
tion of these territories, and to supervise and force their execution. 
The German Government respectfully requests an early reply in this 
matter. 

WACKENDORF 

DussEtporr, October 3, 1919. 


Appendix B to HD-66 
Note by the British Delegation 
RusstAN PRISONERS IN GERMANY 


On August 2nd the Supreme Council decided to impose on the Ger- 
man Government the obligation (which has always existed) to main- 
tain the Russian prisoners in Germany. At the same time, the Ger- 
man Government was to be informed that all restrictions on the re- 
patriation of these prisoners would be removed. 

There are a number of matters which have arisen from this deci- 
sion which need to be settled. 

It will be necessary to review the case of these prisoners from July 
18th, 1919, at which time their food supply and support was being 
carried out through the French Government, the American Red Cross 
and the British Red Cross. On the above date the Supreme Council 
decided #2 that, pending repatriation (which was to be studied by an 
Inter-Allied Commission), the feeding of the prisoners should be taken 
over by the Commissariats of the Allied Armies of Occupation. This 
arrangement continued until August 2nd, when all responsibility for 
the prisoners was, by the decision already referred to, transferred to 
the German Government. 





41 AD-22, minute 7, vol. vil, p. 486. 
2 HD-11, minute 6, ibid., p. 208. 
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The decision involved elaborate arrangements in connection with 
the transfer of the prisoners’ camps from the charge of the Allied 
Commission of Control to that of the German Government, and it was 
not found possible to effect this transfer until August 23rd. The 
Inter-Allied Commission continued to issue food to the prisoners on 
the same scale as previously until the camps were actually handed 
over. The Commission considered that it was morally bound to hand 
over the camps for which it was responsible in good order, and it is 
submitted that the period of 21 days from the date of the Supreme 
Council’s decision (17 days from that on which the order was received 
by the Inter-Allied Commission) was the minimum possible. 

In order to enable the Inter-Allied Commission as at present con- 
stituted to be wound up, definite rulings are required on the following 
points: 

1. Question of Repayment in Kind to German Government for 
Flour Supplied by them for Russian Prisoners of War. 

One of the arrangements in force at the date of the Supreme Coun- 
cil’s decision of the 2nd was that the German Government should fur- 
nish the Russian prisoners with bread on a scale of 600 grs. per day, 
the flour required to provide the difference between this amount and 
the ordinary German civilian ration of 300 grs a day being refunded 
by the Inter-Allied Commission. The amount of flour owing to the 
German Government by the Inter-Allied Commission on August 23rd 
under this arrangement was 2,495 tons of wheat flour or 2,745 tons of 
rye flour. The Commission ask that these quantities should be fur- 
nished and handed over to the German Government as early as possible. 

2. The Question of Settling the Accounts of the Inter-Allied Com- 
mission. 

The President of the Inter-Allied Commission has reported that 
the amount of money required to meet the financial liabilities actually 
incurred by the Commission is 400,000 marks; that all accounts are 
in order, but that these accounts cannot be closed until the above 
sum is received. 

3. The Question of the Formation of an International Commission 
to take the Place of the Former Inter-Allied Commission. 

On being informed of the decision of August 2nd, the German 
Government at once pointed out that this decision placed them in a 
most difficult position, and that the Russian prisoners would inevitably 
suffer considerably as a result of it. These contentions were supported 
by General Malcolm as President of the Inter-Allied Commission and 
Marshal Foch in a letter addressed to the Peace Conference dated 
August 22nd urged that the Inter-Allied Commission should be 
replaced by the International Commission of Control on which Ger- 
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many would be represented. General Malcolm urges that it is essen- 
tial that the Entente should re-assume some sort of control, both for the 
sake of their own prestige, and to prevent the spread of Bolshevism 
amongst the Russian prisoners. He reports that in spite of the ar- 
rangements which are being made to proceed with the repatriation of 
the prisoners by sea during the coming winter, there will still remain 
about 90,000 Russians who cannot at present be repatriated owing to 
the conditions prevailing in Russia, and for whose care the Entente 
at one time made themselves responsible. 

4. The Question of the Appointment of a Fully Accredited Russian 
Mission to Berlin. 

This question is closely connected with 3 above. At present there is 
at Berlin a Russian Colonel Brandt looking after the interests of Rus- 
sian prisoners of war. He has, however, no official status, and the 
Germans do not recognise him. Colonel Malcolm points out that it is 
essential that some Russian official be appointed to act as a channel of 
communication between the Russian prisoners of war and the authori- 
ties responsible for their care and repatriation. He does not consider 
Colonel Brandt of sufficient weight and reliability to act in that ca- 
pacity, and urges the appointment of a Russian representative whose 
integrity and authority are beyond dispute. 

5. Question of Repayment to German Government of Expenses 
(2 Million Marks) Incurred in the Care of Kiev Refugees. 

The following is an extract from a report by General Malcolm, 
dated August 18th, explaining this question :— 

“These refugees were brought to Germany by the request of the En- 
tente Representatives at Kiev in January 1919, in order to save them 
from Bolshevik reprisals. On 18th March, General Nudant notified 
the Inter-Allied Commission that they were to be responsible for the 
care of these people, and were to study the means of reimbursement 
of expenses to the German Government.’* The German Government 
was informed of this decision, and denied all responsibility for the 
care of these refugees. There are at present some 600 of them in 
camps supervised by the Inter-Allied Commission, and expenses to 
date amount to about Marks 2,000,000. 

It is essential that a definite arrangement should be made with the 
German Government for the repayment of past and future expenses 
incurred on behalf of these refugees, or that the German Govern- 
ment should be informed that they are held entirely responsible for 
their maintenance.” 


In reply to above, General Malcolm was informed by Marshal Foch 
that the Secretariat of the Peace Conference had no knowledge of 
any decision of the Supreme Council on this subject, and that the 
German Government who had allowed these Russians to enter Ger- 
many, should themselves take any measures which they might think 


1 See subenclosure to enclosure printed infra. 
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necessary in order to recover in the future from the Russian authori- 
ties the expenses incurred in this connection. 

In a further letter dated September 24th (copy attached marked A) 
General Malcolm has asked that the matter may be referred to the 
Supreme Council for decision. General Malcolm contends that the 
Entente accepted the responsibility for these refugees and are re- 
pudiating their responsibility. In his opinion the amount involved 
is small as compared with the breach of faith with which the Entente 
can be charged. 

Bririso DELEGATIon, 30 September, 1919. 


[Enclosure—Appendix A] 


INTER-ALLIED COMMISSION FOR THE 
REPATRIATION OF RUSSIAN PRISONERS OF WAR 
BERLIN 


1, Mourne Srrassr, 24 September, 1919. 


In reply to your letter No. 2244/P. G. 2 of the 16th instant forward- 
ing Foch’s ruling on the question of expenses (2,000,000 marks) in- 
curred in the care of Kiev refugees; 

1. The fact mentioned therein that the Supreme Council issued no 
decision on the subject of the transfer of Russian refugees from Kiev 
is fully appreciated. 

2. I wish to draw attention, however, to your letter 657/P. G. 2 of 
the 18th March (copy attached marked “A”) from which it is clear 
that the Kiev refugees were admitted into Germany by the German 
Government at the request of Entente Representatives at Kiev, and 
that they were to be taken on charge of the Inter-Allied Commission, 
and repatriated with the first convoys of Russian prisoners of war. 

3. Accordingly, arrangements were made for their housing and 
feeding with the German Government on the same lines as the Russian 
prisoners of war. 

4, Much of the early correspondence dealing with the proposed 
evacuation of the Refugees from Kiev to Germany is not in my pos- 
session, and occurred before I arrived in Berlin. I have, however, 
a memo, dated 4th March, 1919 (No. 1672 SL/11) from “Le Prési- 
dent du Conseil, Ministre de la Guerre” to “Le Général Chef de la 
Mission Militaire, chargée du rapatriement des Prisonniers de Guerre 
en Allemagne”, forwarding a proposal by Général Berthelot that 
1,400 Russian officers refugees from Kiev should be sent to Novo- 
rossisk, General Denikin’s Army by the Allied Governments. 

In my opinion, the fact of such proposal being made, proves that 
the Entente considered themselves free to dispose of the Kiev refugees 
as they desired. 
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5. In view of the above facts I request that the matter be again 
referred to the Supreme Council, and the full circumstances of the 
case put before them. 

N. Matcoumm 
Major-General 
President, Inter-Allied Commission 


[Subenclosure—Translation **] 


Note 


INTERALLIED PERMANENT 
ARMISTICE COMMISSION 


Spa, March 18, 1919. 
General Dupont, Adlon Hotel, Berlin, for General Ewart. 

First. German commission has pointed out to me that more than 
two thousand Russian officers as well as a certain number of Russian 
soldiers, women, and children were last January, upon invitation 
of the representatives of the Entente at Kiev, transported from Kiev 
to Germany. 

Second. German Government requests a settlement with regard 
to expenses for pay and food. This matter is placed henceforth in 
the hands of the Interallied Commission on Russian War Prisoners, 
which is to study the means of reimbursing the advances made and 
of providing repatriation of the Russians in question ahead of the 
first convoys repatriating the Russian prisoners. 

Third. Inform German Government of this decision. 

NvupANnt 
French Military Mission 
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PEACE CONFERENCE 
COMMITTEE OF ORGANIZATION 


OF THE 
COMMISSION ON REPARATIONS 
No. 815 Paris, September 27, 1919. 
Nors 
From the Committee of Organization of the Commission on Repara- 
tions. 


To the Supreme Council of the Allied and Associated Powers. 
In conformity with the instructions of July 17, 1919, of the Coun- 
cil of Five; 


6 Translation from the French supplied by the editors. 
16 HD-9, minute 2, vol. vit, p. 173. 
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In view of the provisions of Article 181 of the Peace Treaty. 

By reason of the interest attached by the Commission on Repara- 
tions to the resumption of economic activity in Austria as soon as 
possible, so that she may compensate by her exports into the neigh- 
boring countries the importation of goods which they shall furnish 
her, and later, in a general way, pay her debt to the Allies; 

Considering the necessity, on account of the present weakness of 
Austria’s own resources, to incite the neighboring States to send her 
supplies so as to reduce as muchas possible the shipments of the Al- 
lied and Associated Powers. 

Considering, on the other hand, the advisability of instituting in 
Vienna a sub-Commission which would be charged by the Committee 
of Organization of the Commission on Reparations to study on the 
spot the conditions of sending supplies to Austria; 

The Committee of Organization of the Commission on Reparations 
proposes to the Council of Five to take the following resolution: 


There shall be established in Vienna, with the least possible delay, 
a sub-Commission of the Committee of Organization of the Commis- 
sion on Reparations, charged with the study of the conditions of 
Austria’s supplying. 

It shall be composed of one Delegate of each of the Powers repre- 
sented in the Committee of Organization of the Commission on 
Reparations. 

The Chairmanship shall be attributed at each meeting to each one 
of the Delegates in turn; the Secretary shall be permanent. 

It can add to itself, in a consultative capacity, and according to 
the nature of the question dealt with, representatives of the States 
neighboring Austria: Poland, Rumania, Czecho-Slovakia, Jugoslavia 
and Hungary. 

It shall determine the needs of Austria in foodstuffs and raw ma- 
terial and shall try to find all the measures capable of developing to 
its maximum the production of Austria herself. 

It shall examine and propose the means which it shall deem the best 
to facilitate and insure the delivery and the transportation by the 
neighboring States of Austria of goods which are necessary to her 
and the payment by Austria of her purveyors; it shall endeavor to 
make all the States concerned adopt its views. 

That the Sub-Commission shall be installed in Vienna by a mem- 
ber of the Committee of Organization bearer of a letter from the 
Council of Five to Chancellor Renner. 


By order of the Committee, 
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Appendix D to HD-66 
[Note From the European Commission on Coal] 


Translation 


PEACE CONFERENCE 
EUROPEAN COMMISSION ON COAL 
SECRETARIAT 
Paris, October 1, 1919. 
The Secretariat of the European Commission on Coal has the honor 
to transmit to the Secretariat of the Peace Conference, the following, 


to be submitted to the Supreme Council: 

1—tThe draft of a telegram to be sent to the Czecho-Slovak and 
Polish Governments regarding the supplying of coal to the Austrian 
Republic and especially to the City of Vienna, and in support of that 
draft a report drawn by a sub-commission appointed by it and which 
it had approved. 

2—The draft of a resolution presented by Colonel Logan of the 
American Delegation and approved by the European Commission on 
Coal, a resolution tending to the immediate nomination of a com- 
mission charged with the provisional distribution of the rolling stock 
of the former Austro-Hungarian Empire. (For original English 
text, see S. H. Bulletin 989.) 


[Subenclosure 1] 
PEACE CONFERENCE 
EUROPEAN COMMISSION ON COAL 
SECRETARIAT 


Paris, October 1, 1919. 
Project of Telegram 


Tus Supreme Counc To THE GOVERNMENT OF THE CzrEcHo-SLovAk 
REPUBLIC, TO THE GOVERNMENT OF THE PouisH RepusLic 


The European Commission on Coal. has just examined the ques- 
tion of the supplying of coal to Austria and especially to the City 
of Vienna. It has come to the conclusion that immediate measures 
must be taken to remedy the intolerable situation resulting for that 
country and for its capital, especially from the fact that Poland 
and Czecho-Slovakia did not fulfill their contracts to furnish coal. 
The Mission declared itself convinced that nothing in the present 
state of affairs, opposes the execution of those contracts, and that if 
it is opportune to look for the means to give to the furnishing states 
the rolling stock they are asking for, it remains well understood 
that the execution of the contracts in question could not be subor- 
dinated to the improvements to be expected in that respect. 





7 See appendix F, p. 529. 
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Adopting the conclusion of the European Commission on Coal, 
the Supreme Council invites you therefore in the most pressing man- 
ner to take without delay the necessary measures to execute in- 
tegrally, from the date of the present communication, the promises 
to supply coal to Austria; any new delay henceforth will have to be 
made up within a minimum time limit. 

The contract now in force shall be valid until new arrangements 
have been made, either by an agreement between the Governments 
concerned, or drawn up by the Commission on Reparations in exe- 
cution of Article 224 of the Peace Treaty with Austria. 


[Subenclosure 2] 


; Report 
B.111, C. E. C. 109 
The sub-commission appointed by decision of September 27, 1919, 
of the European Commission on Coal to study the question of sup- 
plying with coal the Austrian Republic and especially the City of 
Vienna, states and submits to the approval of the European Com- 
mission on Coal the following remarks and conclusions: 


I 


According to the terms of contracts made, Czecho-Slovakia prom- 
ised to furnish to Austria, for each work day, the approximative 
quantities of coal hereafter mentioned: 


Gas coal 1,100 tons 
Lignite for the electric industry of Vienna 920 « 
Lignite for domestic consumption 2,500 “ 
Lignite and coal for railroads and industries $2205 
Total 8,746 tons 


or 218,650 tons per month. 


According to the terms of contracts made, Poland promised to 
furnish to Austria 2000 tons, 1000 of which was coal and 1000 lignite 
per working day, or 50,000 tons per month. That supply is inde- 
pendent. of that promised by Poland for the transportation called 
“Polonia”, 


I 


If Czecho-Slovakia and Poland have fulfilled and stil] continue to 
fulfill their engagement towards Austria, the latter would have about 
50% of her needs. But on account of previous delays, the execution, 
even complete, from now on, would still leave Austria for a very long 
time with a very much smaller quota, probably lower than 33%. 
This remark is increased by the fact that it is a question for the best 
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part for domestic and urban needs. All the witnesses agree as to 
the distressing situation of the City of Vienna and to foretell, if 
immediate measures are not taken, such a state of misery that the 
Allied and Associated Powers could tolerate neither politically nor 
humanely. 

Now, Czecho-Slovakia, with her present production, can satisfy both 
her engagements toward Austria and her own needs to the amount of 
77% according to the figures of 1918. Poland is in a more difficult 
situation since Upper Silesia has stopped shipments. But even so, she 
can fulfill her promises to Austria and cover 35% of her own domestic 
and industrial needs without any importation, according to figures 
furnished by the Polish Delegate; the suspension of shipments from 
Upper Silesia for any length of time is however a very unfavorable 
hypothesis; finally, it appears, although the Polish Delegate expressed 
an opinion quite contrary, that it would be rather easy for Poland to 
increase her production. 

The sub-commission considers therefore that, from the point of 
view of production, there exists no prime motive either for Czecho- 
Slovakia or for Poland preventing those countries from fulfilling their 
engagements towards Austria; the amount promised must therefore 
be delivered. 


Tit 


As regards transportation, the Czecho-Slovak and Polish Delegates 
pointed out the difficulties resulting from the lack of rolling stock. 
The Polish Delegate raised the general question of the distribution of 
that material in Central Europe. The Delegate of the United States 
insisted upon the necessity of acting as quickly as possible in that 
respect. 

The sub-commission considers that the general question thus raised 
was not within its jurisdiction and that it would have to limit itself to 
annex it to its report, to be submitted to the European Commission on 
Coal, together with a note relating to it and furnished by the delegates 
of the United States and Poland. 

As to the problem of the rolling stock necessary for the execution 
of the engagements in question, it seemed to it, in spite of the con- 
trary remarks of the Polish Delegate, that there could be no real 
difficulty for the furnishing countries of filling the gaps for the indis- 
pensable quantities. According to a telegram from Colonel Nutt, 
Austria has just stated that she was ready to make a very important 
effort in that respect, and, for the surplus that might still be neces- 
sary, there is no doubt that the concerted action of the Maehrisch- 
Ostrau Sub-commission and the Interallied organs in Vienna and 
Budapest could provide for it. 
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The Sub-commission considers therefore that from the point of 
view of rolling stock no prime motive can be opposed to the execu- 
tion of the engagements made. 


IV 


The Sub-commission is not informed of. the last provisions made 
by the Maehrisch-Ostrau Sub-commission. It appears however from 
the latest, news received, that new agreements between Czecho-Slo- 
vakia, Poland and Austria have been concluded or are about to be 
concluded.. In order to avoid any action contrary to the Maehrisch- 
Ostrau Sub-commission, the Sub-commission deemed it its duty to 
limit itself to the examination of the contracts in force and to their 
execution, and it concludes: 


Vv 


That it is advisable for the European Commission on coal, and 
if the latter deems it proper to refer the matter to the Supreme 
Council, to formally invite the Czecho-Slovak and Polish Govern- 
ments to furnish to Austria the total amount of coal and lignite men- 
tioned in the agreements made with the Government of that country, 
and to make up, within a minimum time limit, any delay which might 
take place in the future in the shipments: 

Being understood that the contracts made are valid and continue 
to be valid as long as new agreements have not been made by an 
accord between the Governments concerned, in anticipated execu- 
tion of Article 224 of the Peace Treaty with Austria, or drawn up 
in conformity with the provisions of that article, by the Commis- 
sion on Reparations. 





Appendix E to HD-66 
[Telegram From the British Delegation to General Haking] 


Cypher telegram to General Malcolm, Berlin, from Astoria, D. 17: 30, 
25 September 1919. 


No. 60 


M. Paderewski suggests immediate despatch of a considerable 
number of allied officers to Upper Silesia to safeguard the interests 
of inhabitants and ensure normal output of coal. 

Telegraph your views as to practicability and desirability of above 
proposal, and state number of allied officers already in Upper Silesia. 
This suggestion is entirely distinct from question of dispatching 
plebiscite Commissioners who could not in any case now proceed prior 
to ratification. 
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Appendix F to HD-66 


[Proposal of the United States Representative on the European 
Commission on Coal (Logan) | 


During the meetings of the Sub-Commission of the European Coal 
Commission considering the Austrian coal situation it was clearly 
brought out that the shortage of railway equipment contributes 
largely to the existing coal shortage in Central Europe. The produc- 
tion at the mines is in general increasing and has now reached a 
point where the coal actually mined cannot be moved due to shortage 
of railway equipment. 

Roumania has removed to date over 1,000 locomotives and over 
20,000 railroad cars of all classes from Hungary. It appears need- 
less to point out that Roumania by these seizures has not only se- 
cured the restitution of railway equipment belonging to herself, but 
in addition has also removed equipment belonging to Poland, Czecho- 
Slovakia and the Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes. Not- 
withstanding these Roumanian seizures there still remains in Hungary 
and in that portion of Hungary just ceded to Austria, railway equip- 
ment considerably in excess of local requirements, which should be 
put into movement as soon as possible. The coal situation as well 
as the general economic situation in Central Europe does not permit 
of any of this railway material resting idle any longer. 

The European Coal Commission, therefore, recommends the imme- 
diate passage of the following resolution by the Supreme Council: 


First: That a Special Commission of Experts be established with- 
out delay for the purpose of determining and effecting an immediate 
distribution of surplus railway equipment now in Hungary and Aus- 
tria as between Poland, Czecho-Slovakia, and the Kingdom of the 
Serbs, Croats and Slovenes, and such of the other Allied and Asso- 
ciated Powers as may have interests therein. That this Special Com- 
mission in effecting this distribution shall have regard to the amount 
of material registered on these lines in the last inventory before No- 
vember 3, 1918, the length of track (sidings included) and the nature 
and amount of the traffic. That this Special Commission shall also 
specify the locomotives, carriages and wagons to be handed over in 
each case, and shall decide upon the conditions of their acceptance, 
and shall make the provisional arrangements necessary to ensure 
their repair in Austrian and Hungarian workshops. The. provisions 
of the foregoing shall be applied to lines of former Russian Poland 
converted by the Austro-Hungarian authorities to the normal gauge, 
such lines being regarded as detached from the Austrian and Hun- 
garian State systems. 

That a full report of the determinations arrived at and the distribu- 
tion effected by this Special Commission will be reported to the Su- 
preme Council at the earliest practical date. It will be understood 
that the primary reason for the creation of this Special Commission 
is to provide the means for placing surplus and idle railway equip- 
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ment now in this territory into economic activity without delay. The 
findings of this special commission will in no way prejudice the de- 
termination of the Commission of Experts contemplated by Article 
318 of the Austrian Peace Treaty, and similar provisions included 
in other treaties. 

Second: That this Special Commission will report to the Supreme 
Council the quantities by classes of rolling stock taken out of Austria 
or Hungary by any Power in excess of its proper proportion as deter- 
mined under the First paragraph of this resolution. This same re- 
port will include a detailed statement as to the monetary value of the 
rolling stock thus removed. 

Third: That this Special Commission of Experts will include one 
representative appointed by each of the Principal Allied and Asso- 
ciated Powers. The Governments of Poland, Czecho-Slovakia and 
the Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes, may each designate 
a representative who will represent the interests of the respective gov- 
ernments before this Special Commission. 

That a representative to be designated by the Austrian Government 
and a representative of the Hungarian State Railways to be desig- 
nated by the Allied Council of Generals at Budapest will represent 
the interests of Austria and Hungary respectively before this Special 
Commission. 


Appendix G to HD-66 


Note From the British Delegation Relative to the Allowances for the 
Presidents of the Naval and Aerial Missions of Control in Germany 


BRITISH DELEGATION 
PARIS 
Ocroper 3, 1919. 

My Dear AmpassApor: Your Excellency will recall that the 
Supreme Council decided in its session of September 23 ** that General 
Nollet, President of the Interallied Commission of Control, charged 
with the supervision of the execution of the military clauses of the 
Peace Treaty with Germany, would receive 10,000 mks. per month as 
“frais de représentation”, the Council having decided in its meeting 
of the day before that the superior officers who preside the subcom- 
missions of the said Commission, would receive 5000 mks. per month 
in the same conditions. 

These provisions seem to have left out the question of the “frais 
de représentation” of the presidents of the Interallied Naval and 
Aerial Missions of Control since the decision according to which 
10,000 marks are allotted for that purpose to General Nollet, Presi- 
dent of the Military Mission and 5000 marks to the presidents of 
the sub-commissions, applies only to them. 


* HD-59, minute 3, p. 327. 
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It would appear according to the report of the military delegates 
at Versailles,° which was adopted at the Supreme Council on July 9, 
last, that the three commissions of control, military, naval and aerial, 
must be considered as distinct and independent organs, and I believe 
that the members of the Aerial Commission are at least as many as 
those of the Military Commissions. 

The presidents of the Naval and Aerial Commissions shall very 
probably have to go to the same “frais de représentation” as their 
colleagues of the Military Commission, it would therefore seem just 
to allow the same sum. 

Consequently I have the honor to propose that this question should 
be submitted to the attention of the Supreme Council at its next 
session. 


Appendix H to HD-66 


Limitation of Greek and Italian Troops in Zones of Occupation in 
Western Asia Minor 


1. The Supreme Council decided on July 18th ”° to direct the Com- 
mander-in-Chief of the forces belonging to the Allied and Associated 
Powers in the Asiatic possession of Turkey to send officers who, after 
communicating with the Senior Naval Officer at Smyrna and Italian 
and Greek Generals, were to fix the military limiting lines beyond 
which neither Greek nor Italian troops should be permitted to move. 

2. In pursuance of these directions General Milne has telegraphed 
the following report for communication to the Supreme Council :— 


I have arrived at the following conclusions as a result of the report 
= the Commission who have been visiting the Turco-Greek front at 

myrna: 

1. That a state of active warfare exists between the Greek and 
Turkish forces, 

2. That the greater portion of the Turkish forces is composed 
of organised bands of brigands, reinforced by armed peasants driven 
from the villages by the Greeks and determined to prevent further 
advance of the Greeks. These armed forces which are secretly receiv- 
ing reinforcements from the regular units are in considerable 
strength, 

3. That the Turkish Government has no control over these forces, 
which are pledged to drive the Greeks out of Asia and hence cannot 
insist on their withdrawal from any stipulated line, 

4, That generally speaking the civil administration is overruled by 
the military authorities, the latter being secretly in support of the 
national movement, which is gaining strength, and the Turkish Goy- 
ernment are powerless to exercise any restraining influence, 


#9 Appendix BH to HD-3, vol. vu, p. 76. 
20 HD-10, minute 4, ibid., p. 194. 
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5. That the Greek forces having advanced in many places to a 
purely Turkish area and an extremely difficult country, are from a 
tactical point of view badly placed but that any further advance to 
gain better positions will be resisted to the utmost and can succeed 
only after severe fighting, 7 ; 

6. That it is of little practical value to detine a tactical defensive 
line, since it would be respected by neither one side nor the other, 
the Turks because they are determined to drive back the Greeks, the 
Greeks because no line will satisfy them until they obtain the line 
asked for by Mr. Venezelos, : 

%. To concede this line to the Greeks would be to give them ter- 
ritory which is purely Turkish and where a bitter resistance would 
be offered by the inhabitants. In addition it will precipitate an out- 
break elsewhere in Asia Minor. 

8. Should the Greeks not be allowed to advance, and should they 
be driven back by the Turks, they will undoubtedly lay the blame 
on the Entente, i 

9. Guerilla warfare will continue so long as Greek troops remain 
in Sanjak, and any further advance will tend to create greater diffi- 
culties. 

10. For the present best solution is for Greeks to remain prac- 
tically in'the present position with exception of certain minor rectifi- 
cations and that mentioned in para. 13, 

11. I recommend that the Greek occupation should extend approxi- 
mately along following line starting from North (ref. 1/250,000 
Asia Minor) At point on coast 7 miles north east of Aivalik to 
watershed at Osmanlar (P. 1558) thence following along summits 
of Kestene Dagh, Akmaz Dagh to village of Dushme due south 
along watershed between the Eurkut Dere and Menteshe Dere to 
junction of Bekir Chai and Jumaali Dere, the summits of Fughla- 
jik and Saritash respectively, along straight line in South South 
West direction to Urpek Kaya point 1804; through villages Kara- 
sigrli, Yenije, Tepejik, Tatarkeui, Munteveli, Yenichiftlik, Papazli; 
southwest [southeast] over point 1804 and Belen Dagh; to village[s] 
of Kesterli, Yarishlik (3 miles east of Ahmedei)—Sart; south 
along ridge to Ardijak-Yaila to villages Kemer, Tabaklar, Semit, 
Bujak; south to Chaili; south west to Bademma. Question of fur- 
ther boundary will depend on decision given to my proposals in 
para. 18. All villages mentioned are being taken as inclusive to 
Greeks. . 

12. I have considered in suggesting above delimitation Greek point 
of view and advance to line east of Soma Akhissar railways but, as it 
included occupation of further country inhabited almost entirely by 
Turks occupation of which would lead to further fighting and bitter- 
ness until reasons produced by Greeks carry sufficient weight this 
could not always be admitted. Generally I have selected best tactical 
line in vicinity of line at present occupied. 

13. Asa whole Greek division is practically employed defending 
Aidin area on 8 sides in close contact with Turks Greek position in 
vicinity of Aidin is tactically unsound. An advance will be neces- 
sary to secure a good and safe position but this will be stoutly re- 
sisted by Turks. If Peace Conference raise no objection to further 
hostilities and to occupation of further Turkish villages Greeks 
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might be allowed to advance to line (? Kochak) Chai but in view 
of fact that Greeks are at Aidin to [in?] defiance of orders, and 
that if they remain there there will be constant fighting, I recom- 
mend that they may be restricted to Sanjak area and that allied 
troops occupy Meander valley as bitterness here is more marked than 
elsewhere. Advances to Manisa and to Aidin have been carried out 
contrary to orders and it is in these two places that all the trouble 
is arising, and so long as Greek troops remain there will continue. 

14. It is highly desirable that an early and clear decision from 
the Peace Conference on above points should be given. Such a deci- 
sion will carry much weight and should do much to establish tran- 
quillity before the conclusion of harvest when unless some solution 
be found Turkish forces will be considerably increased. 


3. The point in General Milne’s telegram which appears to require 
special consideration and a decision by the Supreme Council is that 
raised in para. 13 respecting the south eastern portion of the line, the 
northern and eastern portions of the line being satisfactorily fixed 
by para. 11 of the telegram. 

4, The Supreme Council approved on July 18th an agreement be- 
tween M. Veniselos and M. Tittoni fixing the line of division be- 
tween the Greek and Italian occupations from the mouth of the 
River Meander as far as Keushk on the Smyrna—Aidin Railway. 
What General Milne proposes is in effect that this line should either 
remain as the southern limit of the Greek zone of occupation, or be 
modified so as to follow the boundary of the Smyrna sanjak from 
the point where it cuts the boundary of the sanjak, but that in either 
case the line should remain as the Northern boundary of the Italian 
occupation, the area between the Veniselos-Tittoni line and the 
boundary of the Sanjak being occupied by Allied troops. 

5. Copies of a sketch map of the area in question showing the 
boundary of the Sanjak in purple and the Tittoni-Veniselos line in 
red, are attached hereto ;* 

2 Ocrosrr [, 1919]. 


Nore: Map referred to in Section 5 routed with original papers 
as follows—S-G; S-D; S-H; I-F. 


21'The map referred to does not accompany the minutes. It is in the De- 
partment’s files under Paris Peace Conf. 867.0146/21. 
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Notes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers Held in M. Pichon’s Room at the Quai d’Orsay, Paris, 
on Friday, October 10, 1919, at 10: 30 a. m. 


PRESENT 
AMERICA, 
UNITED STATES OF BritisH EMPIRE FRANCE 
Hon. F. L. Polk. Sir Eyre Crowe M. Clemenceau. 
Secretary Secretary Secretaries 
Mr. L. Harrison. Mr. H. Norman. M. Dutasta 
M. Berthelot 
M. de St. Quentin. 
ITaLy JAPAN 
M. Scialoja M. Matsui. 
Secretary Secretary 
M. Barone Russo. M. Kawai. 
Joint Secretariat 
AMERICA, UNITED STATES OF ...... Mr. C. Russell 
BRITISH EMPIRB «4 soc. eas. ses .. Capt. Hinchley-Cooke 
Branoe® 8 {4A5, 0h),29. Labels M. Massigli 
TP AUY Srerad escapee ors re oseeee M. Zanchi, 


Interpreter—M. Mantoux 


The following were also present for the items in which they were concerned : 


AMERICA, UNITED STATES OF 
Mr. Dresel 

Colonel Logan 

Mr. Shepardson 


British EMPIRE 
General Sackville-West 
Lt. Colonel Kisch 
Sir George Clerk 
Mr. Leeper 

Mr. Carr 

Capt. Fuller 
FRANCE 

Marshal Foch 
M. Loucher 

M. Tardieu 
General Weygand 
M. Laroche 
ITALy 


M. Brambilla 
M. Vannutelli-Rey. 
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1. Mr. Poxx said that the question of making a communication to 
the German Government relative to granting permission to German 
and Austrian representatives to proceed to Washing- 
ton to attend the International Labor Conference had 
been referred to the American Delegation,! which 
had been asked to assume the responsibility of pro- 
viding arrangements to enable the German representa- 
tives to proceed to Washington. He had informed 
Baron von Lersner in accordance with the Supreme Council’s instruc- 
tions and had now received a reply which he wished to place before 
the Council. 

(Mr. Polk then read a note from Baron von Lersner of the 4th 
October. (See Appendix “A”.)) 

Mr. Pork said that he had prepared a draft of a note in reply 
to Baron von Lersner which, in his opinion, expressed the views of 
the British, French and American labor representatives. He wished 
to submit this note to the Council and to ask that, if there should 
be any objections to its contents, they might be brought up at the 
next meeting. 


Admission of 
German and 
Austrian 
Delegates to 
the Interna- 
tional Labor 
Conference at 
Washington 


2. (The Council had before it a note from the Bul- 
garian Delegation of the 7th October requesting an 


Request of the 
Bulgarian 


Delegation for 
the Prolonga- 
tion by Ten 
Days of the 
Time Allowed 
for the Presen- 
tation of Its 
Observations 
on the Condi- 
tions of Peace 


extension of ten days to the time limit for the trans- 
mission of the reply to the Conditions of Peace. (See 
Appendix “B”.) ) 

M. Cremenceav said that in view of the circum- 
stances he did not feel that the Council could refuse 


the request of the Bulgarian Delegation. 

(It was decided: 

to accede to the request of the Bulgarian Delegation for the pro- 
longation by ten days of the time allowed for the presentation of 
its observations on the Conditions of Peace.) 

3. (The Council had before it a note of the 29th September ad- 
dressed to the Organization Committee of the Reparations Com- 
mission by the American Delegation. (See Ap- 
pendix “C”).) 

M. Lovucuevr briefly commented upon the note in 
question. He said that, in his opinion, no action 
could be taken until the Treaty of Peace had come into 
force. The matter had been discussed by the Organization Committee 
of the Reparations Commission, which was of the opinion that they 
had authority under the Treaty of Peace to create a tribunal com- 
petent to deal with the question and consider the case in question. He 


The Question 
of German and 
Austro-Hun- 
garian Ships 
in Spanish 
Ports 


7HD-56, minute I, p. 255. 
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urged that if this view should be accepted, all the Allied and Asso- 
ciated Governments should make the same reply to the Spanish Gov- 
ernment in the event of a request being made to these Governments 
by the Spanish Government. 

Mr. Pox asked whether it was proposed to take the same course 
in regard to Norway. 

M. Lovcueur replied in the negative. He said that the Norwegian 
claims for reparations from Germany for Norwegian ships lost dur- 
ing the war had been referred by the Conference to the Organiza- 
tion Committee of the Reparations Commission. The Commission 
was of the opinion that the matter was one affecting only Norway 
and Germany, and should consequently, be settled between them, as 
Norway was not one of the Allied and Associated Powers. 

Mr. Poix said that he agreed, as in the case of Spain it was a 
question of ships now in Spanish ports. 

(It was decided: 


(1) to accept the principles contained in the note of the American 
Delegation (See Appendix “C”) to the Organization Committee of 
the Reparations Commission as a basis for a reply from the Govern- 
ment of the United States to the Spanish Government in regard to 
the final disposition. of German and Austro-Hungarian ships in 
Spanish ports; 

(2) that each of the Allied and Associated Governments, in com- 
municating a reply to the Spanish Government on the subject, if 
oe should arise, should address that Government in the same 
sense. 


4, (The Council had before it the draft of a note addressed to the 
German Government relative to the evacuation of the Baltic Prov- 
inces (See Appendix “D”), prepared by Marshal 


Draft of a 


Reply to the Foch, in accordance with the decision of the Su- 
Eimasne preme Council of October 7th, 1919, (H. D. 66).)? 
Government 

Relative to GENERAL WeEyGAND read and commented upon the 
of the Baltic draft of the note in question. He added that, in 


apo view of the fact that information had just been re- 


ceived to show that German troops were conducting active opera- 
tions in Latvia, he proposed that a sentence be added to the end of 
the third paragraph pointing out that information had just been 
received to show that the German troops had attacked the army of 
the Letts. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that he agreed with the terms of the note 
prepared by Marshal Foch. There was one point, however, which 
he wished to raise. The German Government would undoubtedly 
publish the note and cause public opinion in Germany to feel that 
the Allied and Associated Governments were acting in a brutal man- 


* Minute 1, p. 505. 
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ner towards Germany. He considered it of equal importance that 
the note should be published by the Allied and Associated Govern- 
ments, and that a paragraph should be inserted to make the reasons 
clear why these Governments considered the German reply * to be 
unsatisfactory. He proposed that a paragraph in this sense should 
be inserted after the second paragraph of Marshal Foch’s draft. Sir 
Eyre Crowe then read the draft of the paragraph in question, (See 
Appendix “E”.) 

M. Ciemenceav said that he would have no objection to the inser- 
tion of Sir Eyre Crowe’s paragraph in the reply to the German 
Government. 

Mr. Pork said that he had referred the matter to General Bliss 
and that he could not express his final opinion at the moment. He 
would, however, communicate his reply at the first opportunity. 

M. CiemMeEnceav said that it would be also necessary to name a Gen- 
eral to act as head of the mixed Commission mentioned in the note. 

Marsnat Focu said that the General could be named after a reply 
to the note had been received from the German Government. 

(It was decided : 


(1) to accept the draft note prepared by Marshal Foch relative 
to the evacuation of the Baltic Provinces with the addition to the 
text proposed by Marshal Foch, and with the addition of the draft 
paragraph submitted by Sir Eyre Crowe. (See Appendix “E”) ; 

(2) to publish the text of the note.) 


5. (The Council had before it the draft of a resolution on the sub- 
ject of Russian Prisoners of War in Germany (See Appendix “F”) 
pe arid prepared by Marshal Foch in accordance with the 
ues resolution of the Supreme Council of the 7th October, 


ee, 1919, (H. D..66).)+ 
ae GENERAL WrYGAND read and commented upon the 
draft resolution. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that he could not help but feel that the Coun- 
cil were going back on their previous decision. In the first instance 
they had decided to wash their hands of the Russian Prisoners in 
Germany,* and they had later decided that an International Com- 
mission should be appointed upon which there should be both Ger- 
man and Russian Representatives. If the present draft were ac- 
cepted, the Council would be going still further, for they would be 
again assuming responsibility. He pointed out that in the second 


° Appendix A to HD-66, p. 517. 

*Minute 2, p. 506. 

* HD-22, minute 7, vol. vit, p. 486. 

° For previous discussion concerning the establishment of an international com- 
mission, see HD-66, minute 2, p. 506. 
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paragraph of the note, there was a clear expression of the acceptance 
of responsibility and that in the paragraph numbered 1, the Allied 
and Associated Governments spoke of re-establishing an Inter-Allied 
Commission for the control of Russian prisoners. He thought that 
it was important to avoid the use of the word “re-establishment”. 
Paragraph No. 2, Section B, spoke of regulating the ways and means 
for the repatriation of Russian Prisoners of War. This paragraph 
also was a clear expression of the re-establishment of responsibility, 
and he considered it necessary that the responsibility of the Allied 
and Associated Governments should not be re-established in regard 
to Russian Prisoners of war in Germany. 

GrenrraL Wercanp said that he thought it possible that the ex- 
pressions which had been used in the draft resolution went somewhat 
too far, but the question was one of the intention of the Allied and’ 
Associated Governments. The Russian Political Conference at Paris 
had been informed by General Denikin that it was necessary to avoid 
at all costs the repatriation to Bolshevist Russia of Russian Prisoners 
of War in Germany, who came from those parts of Russia, which 
were under the control of the Soviet Government. He could not help 
but feel that the Allied and Associated Governments had an impor- 
tant interest in this matter, and he did not believe that they could 
wash their hands of the affair and leave the matter entirely to the 
Germans. He felt that the Council should not be willing to consider 
themselves bound by the resolution in regard to Russian Prisoners 
of War which was taken on the 2nd August. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that, at the present time, the German Gov- 
ernment were not in a position to repatriate the Russian Prisoners 
of War by way of Poland and the Ukraine. 

(It was decided: 


to request General Weygand and General Sackville-West to modify 
the draft resolution relative to Russian Prisoners of War in Ger- 
many (See Appendix “F”), taking into consideration the views ex- 
pressed by Sir Eyre Crowe.) 


6. GeneraL Weyeanp said that he had just received a telegram 
from General Dupont according to which the situation in the Baltic 
Provinces was regarded by the War Office at Berlin 


7? : 
General Dupont as being very grave. General von der Goltz was un- 
si tation in able, or rather unwilling, to return. A new Govern- 
puenaine ment had been formed at Mitau, at the head of which 


was Count Palen. 
M. Berruetor said that this information was similar to that which 
he had received, and, according to which, a Russo-German reactionary 
Government had been established. 
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7. Sir Grorce CuerK said that he had little to add to the written 
report which he had made to the Council. (See Appendix “G”.) 
He ventured to express the hope that his report would 


Statement by be kept wholly to the Council as he had expressed a 
ir rge . 

Clerk on the number of opinions. He had endeavored to ascer- 
ituation . . . . . 
Roumania tain in Roumania the real meaning for the attitude 


of the Roumanian Government on the Hungarian 
question, and the result had been to convince him that M. Bratiano 
had thought that by playing for time the Allied waters would become 
sufficiently troubled for him to catch many excellent fish. He there- 
fore considered it essential to make the Roumanian Government 
understand that the Allied and Associated Governments were both 
absolutely united and absolutely definite in their decisions in regard 
to Roumania. He considered it advisable to point out to the Rou- 
manian Government that the decisions taken in regard to Roumania, 
both as regarded the line of the frontier and the principle of the 
minorities treaty, were definite. He considered that this would put 
an end to the Roumanian hopes, which were founded on delay in 
settling with Turkey, arranging the Adriatic question and other 
difficult points upon which M. Bratiano was counting. In regard 
to Hungary, he considered that the first step necessary was a 
provisional recognition of a Hungarian Government which could 
maintain order, hold elections and negotiate peace. As soon as such 
a Government existed, the Roumanian troops could be asked to 
evacuate, and this alone could definitely put an end to the requisitions 
about which there had been so much discussion. He proposed that 
the Hungarians should be told the conditions upon which a Hun- 
garian Government would be satisfactory to the Allied and Associated 
Governments. He thought that M. Friedrich should be told what he 
must do, that his present Government no more corresponded to the 
views of the Allied and Associated Governments than the Government 
of Archduke Joseph. He thought that M. Friedrich should be in- 
vited to broaden the bases of his Government. It was necessary to 
have some solvent to loosen the crystals concerned in Hungarian 
affairs. For instance an Allied Commission of a political character, 
holding direct, and locally supreme authority from the Allies, should 
negotiate with the various Hungarian political parties. He thought 
that upon such a condition [commission?] Roumania should be 
represented at least in a consultative character. 
M. Ciemenceau suggested that Sir George Clerk prepare draft 
notes to the Roumanian and Hungarian Governments. 
Mr. Pork asked whether the Supreme Council had received a reply 
to the message decided upon by the Supreme Council at its meeting 
of the 22nd August (H. D. 36),’ instructing the French Minister at 


* Minute 5, vol. vil, p. 791. 
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Bucharest in the name of the Supreme Council to ask for further 
information on the intentions of the Roumanian Government with 
regard to the Banat, and directing him to inform the Roumanian 
Government that the frontiers laid down by the Council in the Banat 
and elsewhere were final. 

M. Berruecor said that no reply had been received from the Rou- 
manian Government. 

M. Larocue said that, as the first telegram did not appear to have 
reached its destination, a second telegram in the same sense had been 
despatched about a month before the present date. The French 
Minister at Bucharest had acknowledged the receipt of this second 
telegram and had stated that he had brought it to the attention of the 
Roumanian Government. Up to the present, however, the Roumanian 
Government had made no reply. 

Mr. Poxk said that the American Chargé d’ Affaires at Bucharest 
had been unable to discover whether the communication in the sense 
of the telegram in question had been received at the Roumanian 
Foreign Office. He thought that M. Bratiano appeared convinced 
that he could improve his position by waiting. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said, with reference to Sir George Clerk’s first 
memorandum, that on the 20th September, M. Bratiano had stated 
that the Roumanian Government claimed new frontiers. 

M. Cremencrav said that at the present time the Roumanians and 
the Serbs were in agreement as to the Banat. 

M. Berruevor added that the question dealt with the evacuation 
of the Banat and that both the Roumanian and Serb-Croat-Slovene 
Governments were withdrawing their troops. 

Mr. Pork asked Sir George Clerk whether he had had a copy of 
the telegram based upon the resolution of the 22nd of August. 

Sir Grorcr Crier replied that he had not had a copy of this 
telegram. 

M. CLemENcEAU proposed that Sir George Clerk and M. Berthelot 
be directed to draft notes to the Roumanian and Hungarian Govern- 
ments. 

Mr. Pox asked for information as to the attitude of the Rou- 
manian Government on the subject of the requisitions which had 
taken place. 

Sir Eyre Crows asked whether the note to the Hungarian Govern- 
ment should be addressed to M. Friedrich. 

M. Cremenceav said that he thought that it should. 

Mr. Porx said that he felt considerable doubt on the subject. 

Str Eyre Crowe said that the relations between the Interallied 
Generals at Budapest and the Roumanian authorities had become 
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very strained, and that for this reason he believed there was a great 
deal to be said for the appointment of a civil Commission, which 
should be authorized to speak in the name of the Council. 

Mr. Potx said that he had grave doubts as to the advisability of 
recalling the Inter-Allied Military Mission at Budapest. The Mis- 
sion were in a most unenviable position, and there was no question of 
the fact that the Roumanian authorities at Budapest had lied to them 
continually. 

’ Sir Eyre Crows said that he agreed with Mr. Polk as to the unen- 
viable position of the Inter-Allied Military Mission. He had not 
intended to recall that Mission, but considered that to send a Mission 
of higher rank would have many advantages. 

Mr. Porx said that he thought this proposal was worthy of serious 
consideration. 

M. Berruetor said that it would be necessary to tell M. Friedrich 
that the Allied and Associated Governments considered that he was 
acting as a mask for the Archduke Joseph, and that they considered 
it impossible for him to remain. 

Sm Eyre Crowe said that he thought that M. Friedrich might be 
asked to resign or else to broaden the basis of his Government. 

M. Berruevor said that he thought it would be preferable to have 
M. Friedrich retire. The Governments of the States bordering upon 
Hungary had no confidence in him and he thought that they considered 
him reactionary and Anti-Semitic and that in occupying his present 
position it was to act as a mask for the Archduke Joseph. He 
thought that M. Friedrich should consequently retire as the head of 
the Government, but this did not mean that he should not occupy a 
position in the Government. 

Sir Grorcr CrerK said that he felt that he ought to point out that 
in the opinion of the Allied Generals at Budapest, M. Friedrich was 
the best person. 

M. Berrueor said that he had no objection to M. Friedrich as a 
man but considered him, however, merely as a symbol. If the Confer- 
ence adopted the course of treating with him, they would give the 
appearance of treating with the Archduke Joseph. He thought that 
M. Heinrich® was a person with whom the Allied and Associated 
Governments could enter into negotiations. He was undoubtedly a 
man of the same sort as Friedrich but there was a difference. His 
Government might be more democratic, and in entering into negotia- 
tions with him, the Allied and Associated Governments could not be 
charged with entering into negotiations with the Archduke as he did 
not think M. Heinrich represented the Archduke. 


° Franz Heinrich, Hungarian Minister of Commerce, August 18 to September 12, 
19. 
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Sir Grorcr Crerk said he agreed but there was a question of form 
to be considered. He proposed that the Conference inform M. Fried- 
rich that they were not satisfied with the Government as constituted 
under him. He suggested that M. Friedrich be asked whether he was 
prepared to broaden the basis of his Government in such a form as 
to be satisfactory to the Allied and Associated Governments. If he 
were not prepared to do this he should be informed that he must go. 
It would then be a question of a Government under Heinrich or 
Peidl.” 

M. Berrnetor said that he felt that there was danger in treating 
with M. Friedrich in any form whatsoever. 

Mr. Pork said that he was confident that M. Berthelot and Sir 
George Clerk could prepare a text which would be satisfactory to the 
Council. He then asked Sir George Clerk where the difficulty in 
arming the police of Budapest lay. 

Sir Grorce CierK replied that the Roumanian Government said 
that if the police at Budapest were armed, there was danger of a 
White Terror. M. Diamandi had said that at the time when the 
Roumanians should evacuate Budapest it would be necessary for them 
to arm the police. 

Mr. Potx said that he thought they had no intention of arming 
the police. 

Sm Grorcr Crerx said that in his opinion the only means of 
improving the situation lay in appointing a Commission or in 
despatching a note. He wished to add, confidentially, that M. 
Friedrich had informed him, but asked him in no event to let the 
Roumanians become aware of the fact, that if the Roumanians should 
leave, he had sufficient police and arms. He thought that M. 
Friedrich undoubtedly had some scheme in view. 

Mr. Potx said that Colonel Antonesco, a Roumanian officer, who 
had recently been in Paris, had assured him in a conversation which 
had taken place a few days before that the police at Budapest would 
be armed upon the following day. In point of fact nothing had 
occurred. He thought that it was most important that the blockade 
preventing the shipment of arms to Hungary should not be removed. 
He also wished to say that the conduct of the Roumanians in Bessa- 
rabia had called forth strong adverse comment. He was informed that 
the Roumanian authorities were holding elections and enforcing 
conscription. He thought that the action of the Roumanian Govern- 
ment in Bessarabia should be considered by the Council: 

M. CLemMENcEav said that he agreed and that the matter should be 
discussed at the next meeting. 


* Julius H. Peidl, Hungarian Socialist Leader; Prime Minister, A 
August 6, 1919. ister, August 1 to 
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8. (The Council had before it a memorandum of 23rd September 
prepared by the American Representatives on the Organization Com- 


Proposal of 

e Organiza- 
tion Committee 
oO 
Reparations 
Commission 
for the Des- 
patch of a 
Sub-Committee 
To Determine 
the Reparation 
Value of Ma- 
terial Removed 
From Hungary 
by the 
Roumanians 


mittee of the Reparations Commission.) (Appen- 
Gixe rt ,) 

M. Loucueur said that the American Delegation 
proposed that a sub-committee be sent to Budapest to 
ascertain what material had been requisitioned and 
what could be placed to the account of the Allies. Sir 
George Clerk was informed in regard to the matter, 
and, in his report, he had expressed the opinion that 
it would be inadvisable to put the Roumanians before 


a Tribunal. If this were done Roumanian opinion 
would be unnecessarily offended and it was important to treat the 
Roumanians as Allies. He proposed that the Roumanians should be 
admitted to representation on the sub-committee in a deliberative 
capacity. He added that in taking this action the Allied and Asso- 
ciated Governments would only be giving to Roumania what was due 
her, because, according to the regulations of the Treaty of Peace in 
regard to the Reparations Commission, the Allied States interested, 
and Roumania was one, were to be admitted to the meetings of the 
Reparations Commission in the discussion of the questions affecting 
them. The sub-committee could also study the food question in 
Hungary, but the immediate question before the Council was that of 
appointing a sub-committee with a Roumanian member. 

Str Grorce Cuerk said that he would suggest that the sub-committee 
be placed under the orders of the Reparations Commission rather than 
of the Allied Generals at Budapest. 

Mr. Pox said that he agreed. He wished to submit an amended 
proposal which he thought would meet the objections which had been 
raised. (See Appendix “I”’.) 

M. Loucueuvr said that he agreed in principle to the proposed reso- 
lution submitted by Mr. Polk, but desired time to examine it carefully. 

It was decided: 


(1) to send to Budapest a Sub-Committee to determine the repara- 
tion value of material removed from Hungary by the Roumanians; 

(2) that this Sub-Committee should be composed of representatives 
of the principal Allied and Associated Powers and to which should 
be added a Roumanian Representative, who should sit in a deliberative 
capacity ; 

(8) ‘hat the Sub-Committee should be under the orders of the Or- 
ganization Committee of the Reparations Commission. 

It was further decided: 


to refer to the Organization Committee of the Reparations Com- 
mission the proposed resolution (See Appendix “I”), relative to 
the constitution and functions of the Sub-Committee, submitted by 
Mr. Polk. 
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9, Marswar Foon said that it was of urgent importance to decide as 
to the composition of the Armies of Occupation, which should be fur- 
oe nished by the Allied and Associated Governments in 
Composition of aa 
ee the plebiscite and other areas. 

‘orces of - i I 
Unednatee M. Cremenceav said that he had just sent Sir Eyre 
Crowe a communication in regard to the matter. 

(The meeting then adjourned.) 


Hore pr Crinion, Parts, 10 October, 1919. 


Appendix A to HD-67 
English Translation of a Note From Baron von Lersner to Mr. Polk 


Ocrosrr 4, 1919. 


Mr. Present: I did not fail to communicate to my Government the 
contents of the letter which you were good enough to send me relative to 
the participation of German and Austrian Delegates in the Labor 
Conference which will be held in Washington. My Government has 
directed me to thank you for this communication, of which it has 
taken due note. It is needless to say that, should occasion arise, my 
Government will gratefully avail itself of the offer of the Government 
of the United States of America, unofficially set forth at the end of the 
letter, to facilitate the voyage of the German Delegates. Neverthe- 
less, it should be pointed out that the German labor unions are not 
free to decide the question of sending a labor delegate, as they feel 
bound by the resolution of the International Congress of Labor Unions, 
held in July of this year at Amsterdam, providing for the participa- 
tion of delegates of the labor unions in the Washington Conference, 
on the condition that labor delegates from all countries, without ex- 
ception, be invited and admitted with equal rights. The same ques- 
tion will arise also as regards the other German delegates. Under 
these circumstances, the German Government considers an explanation 
of importance as to whether the assumption above indicated of Ger- 
man. participation in the Conference at Washington can be looked 
on as. an actuality. 

In view of the shortness of the time remaining for the completion of 
preparation for the voyage, my Government would be especially grate- 
ful if this supplementary information could be communicated to it 
without delay. 

Please accept, etc., etc., Baron von LersNer 


To the President of the American Delegation, 
The Under Secretary of State, Franx L. Pox, 
Paris 
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Note, No. 363, October 7, 1919, From the Bulgarian Delegation, Re- 
questing an Latension of the Time Allotied for the Preparation of 
the Observations on the Treaty of Peace 


BULGARIAN DELEGATION 
TO THE PEACE CONFERENCE 


NEUILLY-suR-SEINE, October 7, 1919. 


From: M. K. Sarafov. 
To: M. G. Clemenceau. 

I have just received a telegram from the Bulgarian Government 
charging me to ask Your Excellency for an extension of ten days to 
the time limit for the sending of the reply to the Peace Conditions. 

This prolongation is made necessary owing to the difficulties of a 
technical order, notably in the work of translation and printing. 

I have the honor of calling Your Excellency’s attention to the fact 
that the great distance separating Paris from Sophia is one of the most 
important reasons for this step of the Bulgarian Government. 

T dare hope that the Peace Conference will be kind enough to accede 
to my request, made in the name of the Council of Bulgarian Min- 
isters, and I beg Your Excellency please to accept, etc., etc. 

K. Sararov 


Appendix C to HD-67 
107 
Note of the American Delegation to the Organization Committee of 
the Reparation Conmission 


With reference to the disposition of German and Austro-Hun- 
garian ships in Spanish waters, the American Mission is advised by 
its Government that a note has been received from the Spanish Em- 
bassy setting forth the Spanish attitude on the subject. This docu- 
ment refers to Annex 8, Section 1 of Part 8 of the German Treaty, 
and states that the Spanish Government had consented to the use of 
these vessels on the basis that their final disposal should not be prej- 
udiced and that with regard to pending claims, Spanish rights in the 
ships should not be impaired. The note proposed that the final deci- 
sion as to disposal should be left to an “International Commission or 
Organization which may be designated at the proper time to work out 
a juridical and friendly solution of the question.” It is further 
stated in this note that, as the claims consisted of losses suffered 
through acts of a belligerent power committed in violation of inter- 
national law, it was logical that neutrals in whose waters the ships 
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were at the time the injury was done should have the prior claim 
on indemnification through these ships. 

The answer of the United States Government which it is proposed 
to send refers to Paragraph 20, Annex 2, Section 1 of Part 8 of the 
German Treaty, and points out that on ratification of the Treaty the 
Reparation Commission will constitute, under the Paragraph referred 
to, the suitable tribunal for the hearing of the claims of the Spanish 
Government in regard to these vessels. 

The American Delegation consider it important that the views of 
the representatives of the Allied and Associated Governments on 
the Committee on Organization of the Reparation Commission be 
obtained on this subject in order that uniform action may be secured. 
It is obvious that the same question will come up in relation to ships 
of enemy powers detained in other neutral ports, and in fact it is 
questioned by the Department of State whether, under Paragraph 20 
cited, the future Reparation Commission cannot properly pass on 
specified claims as to maritime losses suffered by Norway. ‘These 
claims were briefly discussed at the meeting of the Committee on 
September 4, 1919. 


Paris, September 29, 1919. 


Appendix D to HD-67 


COMMANDER-IN-CHIEF 
OF THE 
ALLIED ARMIES 


General Staff G-3 
G. H. Q., October 7, 1919. 


Draft of a Note To Be Sent to the German Government Regarding 
the Evacuation of the Baltic Countries 


The Allied and Associated Governments note the formally ex- 
pressed pretentions of the German Government, in its note of Octo- 
ber 3," to undertake and to pursue in the most energetic manner, the 
withdrawal of its troops from the Baltic regions and Lithuania. 

They also consider as opportune the measures decided upon by the 
German Government for that purpose. 

However, they call attention to the fact that those measures will 
have value and be efficacious only if they are fully and strictly 
executed by the German troops. Experience proves indeed that cer- 
tain agreements already made have not been respected—notably on the 
subject of stopping reinforcements for the East. 


“ Appendix A to HD-66, p. 517. 
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The Allied and Associated Governments could not therefore admit 
that the German Government can be considered as having done all 
that was in its power to fulfill its obligations of evacuation. 

As a consequence, they maintain the principle of the full responsi- 
bility of that Government in the execution of the evacuation, and 
they mean to maintain integrally the coercive measures announced 
by their telegram of September 27th,!? as long as the evacuation 
has not been undertaken and pursued with all the desirable celerity. 

However, for the purpose of encouraging the execution of that 
operation and lending assistance to the German Government, the 
Allied and Associated Governments accept to send Allied repre- 
sentatives whose mission should consist: 

in receiving from the German Government information regard- 
ing the measures decided upon by it, in view to regulating the con- 
ditions of the evacuation, as well as in proposing measures which 
they themselves may deem advisable. 

in exercising on the spot and, with all freedom of action, the effec- 
tive control of the execution of said measures. 


The Chairmanship of the Allied Commission should be in the 
hands of a superior officer appointed by the Allied and Associated 
Governments. . 

Only when that superior officer has informed the Supreme Council 
of the Allied and Associated Governments that the operations of 
evacuation are progressing normally, can the stopping of the meas- 
ures provided for by the telegram of September 27th be considered. 

The German Government is asked to kindly send its answer as 
soon as possible. 


Appendix E to HD-67 


[Draft Paragraphs by Sir Eyre Crowe To Be Inserted After Second 
Paragraph in Draft of a Note To Be Sent to the German Gov- 
ernment, Appendia D, supra] 


But when the German government contends that the action they 
have taken must absolve them from the charge of having neglected 
to fulfil their honourable obligations under the armistice, it is 
necessary to point out that the orders of the German government 
have, notwithstanding the repeated demands and remonstrances on 
the part of the Allied and Associated governments, been so long 
delayed that the German government now claim to be practically 
powerless to enforce them. It is difficult not to believe that their 
long delay has been deliberate, calculated as it was to lead to the 
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very results which the German government now affect to deplore. 
It seems indeed impossible otherwise to explain their refusal to 
recall General von der Goltz who has been their official instrument 
in creating the present situation in open defiance of the legitimate 
representations of the Allied and Associated governments. Why 
was the General’s recall thrice demanded, refused? Why was he, 
after being summoned to Berlin only recently, sent back deliber- 
ately to the scene of his activities except to complete under the 
authority of his official command the organization which now af- 
fords to the German government the pretext that the troops hitherto 
paid, clothed, and transported by them have passed out of their 
control? Has General von der Goltz acted contrary to their in- 
structions? If so, why has not his insubordination been punished 
either by formal dismissal or in any other way? 

Unless some very much more satisfactory explanations of these 
matters than those hitherto afforded are given by the German Govern- 
ment the Allied and Associated governments cannot admit the conten- 
tion that the German government have, as they assert, continually 
made the most energetic efforts to withdraw the German troops from 
the Baltic states. 


Appendix F to HD-67 


Draft of a Resolution on the Subject of the Russian Prisoners of War 
in Germany [Prepared by Marshal Foch] 


By its resolution of August 2nd, 1919,1* the Supreme Council of the 
Allied and Associated Governments has charged again the German 
Government with the supplying and the upkeep of the Russian pris- 
oners of war interned in Germany, and accorded to that Government 
full liberty of action regarding the ways and means of repatriating 
those prisoners. 

The application of those provisions, creating certain difficulties of 
such a nature as to aggravate the material and moral situation of the 
interned Russian prisoners of war, the Allied and Associated Govern- 
ments, in a spirit of humanity, have decided to adopt all measures 
guaranteeing to those prisoners decent conditions of life, and to pursue 
their repatriation within the limit compatible with the internal situa- 
tion of Russia. 

For that purpose, and taking into account the request expressed by 
the German Government itself, it has been decided: 

1st: The interallied Commission for the control of the Russian pris- 
oners of war, created in execution of the Armistice of January 16, 
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1919,** shall be reestablished and transformed into an International 
Commission by the adjunction of a German representative and a 
Russian representative. 

2nd: That International Commission, operating in Berlin under the 
Chairmanship of one of the Allied representatives, shall have as 
mission: 


a) to control the material situation of the interned Russian prison- 
ers of war (food, clothing, hygienic conditions of installation, sanitary 
treatment) ; 

6) to regulate, in accord with the German Government, and taking 
into account the instructions of the Supreme Council of the Allied and 
Associated Powers, the ways and means for the repatriation of the 
Russian prisoners of war. 

ce) to send to the Supreme Council all useful proposals concerning 
the help which might be granted, in case of urgency, by the German 
Government [and?] by the Allied and Associated Governments, (im- 
provement of the material situation of the prisoners, facilities for the 
transportation for their repatriation), being understood that the cost 
for the upkeep of the prisoners of war falls entirely upon the German 
Government, and that the cooperation considered above would have to 
be reimbursed by Germany. 


3d: A special Interallied Commission, operating in Paris shall be 
charged with the final settlement of the questions of a financial nature, 
of supplies and of transportation which remain unsettled at the time 
of the dissolution of the Interallied Commission of Control, namely: 

Reimbursement for flour to the German Government. 

Liquidation of the liabilities of the Interallied Commission (500,000 
marks). 

Reimbursement to the German Government of its expenditures made 
for the Kiev refugees. 


Utilization of the Russian money which remains in the hands of the 
German Government (20,000,000 rubles). 


That Commission will be qualified to prepare the decision of the 
Supreme Council regarding those questions and to follow its execution 
in connection with the Interallied or national organs concerned. 

Besides, in the future, it shall have to follow, in the same conditions, 
the proposals which the International Commission might send to the 
Supreme Council in conformity with the provisions of Par. 2, Alinea c. 


4uV oll 11, ops as 


550 THE PARIS PHACE CONFERENCE, 1919, VOLUME VIII 
Appendix G to HD-67 


[Report by Sir George Clerk of His Mission to Bucharest and 
Budapest] 


British DELEGATION, 
Paris, 7 October, 1919. 


' Monstmur rz Present pv Consem: I have the honour to submit 
herewith to Your Excellency and the Supreme Council a report of 
my Mission to Bucharest and Buda Pesth, from September 24th last, 
when I sent Mr. Leeper back to Paris with M. Bratiano’s latest pro- 
posals, to the 4th instant on which day I left Buda-Pesth. At- 
tached to my report is a note by Mr. Leeper dealing with the ques- 
tions of the minorities treaty and the internal political situation in 
Roumania. 

My mission was, strictly speaking, confined to taking the communi- 
cation of the Supreme Council** to M. Bratiano, with such verbal 
comments as he might seek from me, and, on subsequent instructions, 
to comparing the evidence as to Roumanian requisitioning collected 
by the Inter-Allied Mission of Generals at Buda-Pesth with the as- 
surances given to me on this head by the Roumanian Government. I 
have therefore throughout considered and declared myself as simply 
a messenger from the Supreme Council, and if my report seems to go 
beyond the functions of a messenger, it is because I thought it my 
duty to give the Supreme Council as clear an appreciation as possible 
of the Roumanian and Hungarian situation, an appreciation derived 
from conversations with those most qualified to speak in both 
countries. 

In the same spirit, I have ventured to make certain suggestions, 
not because I consider myself qualified to put them forward, with any 
authority, but in the hope that, in a very complicated question, they 
may at least serve to help the Supreme Council to take their decision. 

I venture to observe that, if I have in any way succeeded in faith- 
fully representing the Roumanian situation to the Supreme Council, 
it is mainly, if not entirely, due to the assistance I received from 
Mr. A. W. A. Leeper, the Secretary of my Mission. His experience 
of the Roumanian question in all the forms in which it came before 
the Peace Conference, his great knowledge of Roumanian men and 
parties, and his objective and impartial insight into their real aims 
and intentions, were of the highest value. Moreover, Mr. Leeper was 
able, while in Bucharest, to correct in many quarters misunderstand- 
ings and misrepresentations of the attitude of the Allies, and, if Rou- 
mania does once more co-operate loyally with the Allied Powers, the 
credit will be in no small measure due to him. 
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In conclusion, I should add that the Roumanian Government wel- 
comed and assisted my mission in every way possible. They showed 
the greatest readiness to help, and they manifestly desired to ex- 
press their sincere wish to re-establish complete friendship and un- 
derstanding with the Allies. 

I have [etc. ] Grorcr M. CierK 


[Enclosure] 
Report 


The Supreme Council is already aware of the situation in Roumania 
up to September 24th last, on which date I sent Mr. Leeper to Paris 
with M. Bratiano’s detailed views, and it is perhaps unnecessary to re- 
capitulate anything before that date. 

But in order to give a clear appreciation of the Hungarian situation, 
T must travel somewhat outside the actual object of my mission, as 
political developments in Roumania interact closely upon her attitude 
in Buda-Pesth. 

When Mr. Leeper left, a pro-Bratiano Government had been formed. 
under M. Manolescu but it collapsed that same day owing to the 
sudden refusal of the Transylvanian Ministers to participate. 
Bucharest is a small place, and in view of the general political excite- 
ment, which made it impossible for me to greet a Roumanian statesman 
without immediate rumours that the Supreme Council were supporting 
his party, I judged it best to withdraw to the country while waiting 
for the instructions which were to be sent to me after the meeting of 
the Council on September 25th. 

On September 28th I received the telegram instructing me to proceed 
to Buda-Pesth, and I arranged to leave next morning. Meanwhile, 
after the collapse of the Manolescu Government, the King sent for 
M. Take Ionescu, who also spoke for General Averescu and M. Maniu, 
and agreed to their forming a joint Government, whose foreign policy 
was to be based on complete understanding with the Allies, including, 
in M. Take Ionescu’s intention, acceptance of the Minorities Treaty, 
but with, if possible, modifications of some of the most obnoxious 
clauses. The same afternoon M. Bratiano had a long interview with 
the King, with the result that His Majesty suddenly formed a Govern- 
ment of six Generals on the active list, under General Vaitoianu with 
M. Misu as Minister of Foreign Affairs. This Government took office 
next day, and was in being on my return to Bucharest. The King 
was under the impression that he has happily solved his difficulties by 
creating a neutral non-political Government that could hold the elec- 
tions with complete freedom and impartiality, but in fact it is only 
a form of a Bratiano Government, for the President of the Council, 
who was Minister of War under M. Bratiano, is bound by many ties 
to M. Constantinescu, who is the political shadow of M. Bratiano. 
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Before leaving for Buda Pesth on September 29th, I saw M. Bratiano 
and General Vaitoianu. Both assured me, as the King had repeatedly 
done, the [¢hat?] Roumania intended to stay in the Alliance and to 
co-operate wholeheartedly with the Entente. The difficult point was 
the Minorities Treaty, to yield on which was impossible for Roumanian 
honour and independence, but the intention was to keep this burning 
question floating until the Roumanian people had pronounced upon 
it at a free election. I wondered what would happen if the Allies, 
who were perhaps less interested in the skilful moves of M. Bratiano’s 
internal policy, could not keep their decision waiting for the Rou- 
manian elections, which have, I think been successively postponed 
since last January, and should demand a definite answer from 
Roumania in the near future. Neither M. Bratiano nor General 
Vaitoianu—who told me he absolutely accepted M. Bratiano’s foreign 
policy—could answer more than that a very serious situation would 
arise. On the other hand, both gave me the most satisfactory as- 
surances as regards Hungary. All requisitions, beyond those of rail- 
way and war material, and food supplies for the army of occupation, 
had been stopped, and the Roumanian Government were most anxious, 
in their own interests to establish good relations with Hungary. It 
was only a question of finding a Hungarian Government with which 
both the Allies and Roumania could work in accord. 

I left Bucharest on the morning of Monday, September 29th but 
only arrived at Buda Pesth on Wednesday morning, October ist. I 
could not see the Allied Generals until the afternoon, so I visited M. 
Diamandy, the Roumanian High Commissioner, first. He repeated 
what M. Bratiano had said about the stopping of requisitions, and 
maintained that care had been exercised to leave the agricultural popu- 
lation supplies sufficient for their needs, and gave me the attached 
report on the supplying of Buda Pesth,!’ to show what had been done 
for the inhabitants of the city. As regards the breaking up and re- 
moval of machinery, with the consequent loss of work and danger of 
disorder, he maintained that Roumania was justified in protecting her- 
self against her enemy being able to manufacture masses of war ma- 
terial, and inevitably the Roumanian action was on a large scale, since 
practically every Hungarian factory turned out war material. 

With respect to his relations with the Hungarian Government, he 
said that M. Friedrich would neither resign himself, nor accept col- 
leagues in his Ministry from other political parties, so that a coalition 
Government, which alone gave the guarantee necessary for a free elec- 
toral choice of the Hungarian people, did not exist. M. Friedrich 
was, after all, the man who called the Archduke Joseph to take charge 
of the Government, and stood for a reactionary and anti-Roumanian 
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policy. M. Diamandy had been much impressed, during a recent visit 
to Vienna, by the anxiety with which M. Renner and the Austrian Gov- 
ernment were watching developments in Hungary. They, and to some 
extent he too, professedly dread reaction and a White terror. 

Lastly, M. Diamandy complained that he got but little help or sup- 
port from the inter-allied Mission, though he recognised that this was 
largely due to the fact that they were soldiers, rigidly bound by, and 
adhering to, certain definitely limited instructions. He could there- 
fore never get from them any wider political consideration, but he 
felt that while he, whatever differences there might be amongst our- 
selves, always tried to maintain outwardly the solidarity of the Allies, 
the Generals tended to look on themselves as the protectors of the Hun- 
garians against the Roumanian oppressor—an attitude of which the 
Hungarian was not slow to avail himself. 

Subsequently I attended a meeting of the Commission of the four 
(4) Allied Generals, of which a procés-verbal is attached.* Their in- 
structions from the Supreme Council were :— 


1. to see that the conditions of the November armistice were prop- 
erly carried out; 

2. to protect such Hungarian property as would form the common 
reparation stock of the Allies and to prevent it from being taken out 
of the country; 

3. to organize a Hungarian police and gendarmerie. 


To these instructions they have rigidly adhered, but say that they 
have found nothing but obstruction from the Roumanians. They 
cannot get Roumanian officers detailed to help them in checking requi- 
sitions, they get promises, but nothing else, of rifles wherewith to or- 
ganize the police, and they live in a cloud of polite lies. In view of 
the Roumanian attitude, it has been impossible for them to carry out 
their instructions, and their position in Buda Pesth is helpless until 
there is either an Allied dictator, with force at his back which the 
Roumanians must respect, or the Roumanians evacuate. The first 
solution being improbable, the Generals strongly advocate immediate 
evacuation, the more so as they are confident that, whatever might 
have been the case 3 or 4 weeks ago, M. Friedrich could now keep order 
from the moment the Roumanians leave. But they urge strongly 
that they should have authority from the conference to give the 
amount of support, which provisional recognition by the Conference 
would confer, to such a Government as they, with their experience of 
the situation, consider adequate for a temporary administration and 
for preparing the elections. Such recognition would both oblige the 
Roumanians to loosen the bands with which they have tied the Hun- 
garian Government hand and foot, and would enable that Govern- 
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ment to exercise real authority and so escape having to improvise it 
at the last moment. 

As regards the question of requisitions, the Generals consider that 
the Roumanians, who were at first gratefully welcomed by the Hun- 
garian people as their saviours from the Bolsheviks, have seriously if 
not irretrievably, spoilt their position by the persistence, extent and 
stupidity of their requisitioning, and they have further lost Hun- 
garian sympathy by the way in which they have blocked all attempts 
of the Hungarian Government to administer the country. 

The inter-Allied Mission has accumulated a mass of evidence which 
it is quite impossible to ignore on the subject of requisitions. I an- 
nex to this report some of the instances which the Mission have given 
tome. It is believed to be true that the Roumanian Government have 
given official orders to stop all requisitioning of private property and 
is requisitioning only railway material, war material, and food-stuffs 
necessary for the army of occupation. Indeed, the Roumanians are 
actually by way of sending back into Hungary, locomotives in excess 
of the thousand they have already taken. Now while the Roumanian 
idea of “war material” is very large, if these orders were rigorously 
applied, the Hungarians would at least know where they stand and 
could make a beginning of a fresh industrial and agricultural life. 
But the facts carefully compiled by the inter-Allied Mission leave 
little doubt that in practice requisitioning of all sorts is continued. 
Cases brought to the notice of the Roumanian authorities such as M. 
Diamandy, the High Commander or General Mardarescu, the Com- 
mander-in-Chief, are indeed dealt with at once by them and an order 
is immediately issued for investigation, reparation, and, if necessary, 
punishment. But the experience of the Allied Mission is that, with 
the writing of the order, the matter ends and the members of the 
Mission have neither time nor personnel to drive the Roumanians 
into full investigation of the large number of cases that are reported 
daily. In fact, the Roumanian, who is after all a Balkan and there- 
fore an Oriental, and who has been pillaged and looted by the enemy 
and by his Russian ally, sees here, in the occupation of Hungary, an 
opportunity which he will consider himself a lunatic to forego. 
From the private soldier who “requisitions” the umbrella of a pas- 
senger leaving the station, to the officer who “requisitions” a motor 
car or a carpet to be sold for cash to a Jew and re-sold by the latter at 
a higher price to its original owner, they intend to leave this country 
with their pockets full. The Roumanian Government, and those re- 
sponsible for the conduct of its affairs do realize that Hungary, 
stripped bare of all necessaries of life, is entirely contrary to the 
interests of Roumania, and are possibly sincere in their intention to 
take, with a little interest, only what they consider to be their lawful 
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property, stolen from them, and to limit their requisitions to the 
quantities they have laid down. But unfortunately they have neither 
the authority nor the energy to suppress with a rigorous hand the mis- 
doings of their subordinates. 

While it is hard to believe that the Roumanians can really have 
stripped the country to the extent presumed in the Memorandum 
of September 28rd, 1919 by the American Representatives on the Or- 
ganisation Committee of the Reparation Commission *—after all, 
the Hungarian peasant is as good as others in hiding his possession 
from the looter, and the Roumanian has many more accomplished 
rivals in the art of looting—there is no shadow of doubt that the 
common property of the Allies has been diminished by Roumanian 
action, and that owing largely to that action, the Allies have the 
additional burden of helping Hungary to regain her economic 
existence. 

I also had an interview with M. Friedrich, the head of the Hun- 
garian Government. He is a young man, the son, I believe, of a 
small doctor, and not, I should say, a man of big political imagina- 
tion. But he has shown strength and courage in holding on to an 
office which is neither lucrative nor comfortable, and he has by now 
probably more or less established himself in the opinion of a great 
mass of Hungarians. He is frankly against a coalition government, 
which in reality, according to him, really means giving a wholly dis- 
proportionate representation to the 8 or 10 per cent of Socialists 
among the workers of Buda Pesth. He admits that his strength does 
not lie in Buda Pesth, but claims that the country outside is wholly 
with him. In fact one reason why he has not resigned, in face of 
the impossible position in which he is kept by the Roumanians, is 
that, were he to do so, the peasants would see in it a Jewish manoeuvre 
and would start local retaliation, with fatal results. He is frankly 
anti-Roumanian: in fact, he is—like the leaders in all these coun- 
tries in regard to their neighbors—pessimistice about the stability of 
all the new and aggrandized States of Southern and Central Europe, 
except Hungary, whose geographical position, command of the Dan- 
ube, and industrial population ensure her recovery and eventual 
prosperity. But to recover, Hungary needs help, and M. Friedrich 
looks to the Western Powers to provide it. Hungary entered the 
war, not because she liked it nor for gain, but because in honour bound 
to Austria and Germany. She has lost and must pay the price, but 
now asks for help to win back her rightful place among the nations 
of Europe. For the moment, M. Friedrich does not ask the Supreme 
Council to grant him provisional recognition, for fear they should re- 
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fuse, and thereby undermine such moral authority as he possesses. 
But he does ask that the Council should allow him to hold the elec- 
tions, under the control and supervision of Allied officials, so that 
there may be no accusations of pressure or unfairness. ‘The elec- 
tions will provide a Government which Roumania cannot completely 
ignore, and will allow Hungary to make a beginning of her new life. 

M. Friedrich further assured me that he could maintain order in 
Buda Pesth when the Roumanians left. 

I also received a visit from M. Garami, a leader of the Social 
Democrat party. 

He said that Hungary had two pressing needs: social quiet and 
order at home, and an early peace with the Allies. M. Friedrich’s 
Government was unable to secure one or the other. It was unrepre- 
sentative, for it included neither the commercial nor the industrial 
nor the working sections of the community. Its strength was among 
the peasants, and it represented those who belonged to the three 
“Christian” parties who were well under 50 per cent of the popula- 
tion and the majority of the territorial magnates, but it did not even 
include the small landholders, the strongest peasant organisation in 
Hungary. It was avowedly royalist, and M. Friedrich was merely 
keeping a place warm for the Archduke Joseph. Such a Government 
could not bring social quiet, nor did it correspond to the demand 
of the Peace Conference for a Government representing all parties. 
But so long as M. Friedrich was there, the way for any other Govern- 
ment was blocked. Therefore M. Friedrich must go. 

There were two ways to effect this. 

One, by a popular rising in Buda Pesth, but M. Garami, himself 
an avowed Social Democrat, would deplore this, for it would be a 
disaster for Hungary and Europe. Who could say where such a 
rising would end? And what would be the effect on the workers of 
Western Europe of the Hungarian proletariat, who had rejected 
Bolshevism, being driven back towards it as the only reply to the 
reactionary Government by which it was now replaced ? 

The other way, the only way, was for the Supreme Council to 
repeat to M. Friedrich the message they had sent to the Archduke.?° 
It was no longer possible to be rigid about nonintervention in the 
internal affairs of Hungary. The principle had already been broken 
in the case of the Archduke, and only intervention could save Hungary 
now. 

All classes, if they knew that the Allies’ view, as stated to the 
Archduke, held good for Friedrich, were ready to form a Government 
answering to those views. But it would want a week or ten days, 
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and, in the absence of any international force, must therefore be done 
while the Roumanians were still in occupation. Otherwise, Admiral 
Horthy’s force would come, and the incidents of Trans-Danubia 
would be repeated on a larger scale in Buda Pesth, until the workers, 
in self-defence, brought out their hidden arms, and revolution and 
anarchy broke loose. 

Unless Hungary got a new Government, which the Allies would 
accept until the elections, or unless an international gendarmerie could 
be created to replace the Roumanians, Hungary was doomed. 

M. Garami said that in such a representative Government the work- 
ers, about 20 per cent of the population, would not insist on having 
their members, and would in no case accept more than two offices, 
provided always that the basis of the Government was republican 
and democratic. Moreover, if, when the elections came, and provided 
they were really free, the result was a majority in favour of a mon- 
archy, the workers would loyally accept the voice of the country, 
though they would continue to fight the decision with all possible 
legal and constitutional weapons. 

M. Garami’s practical proposal was that the “bourgeois” parties 
should visit the inter-allied Mission with a list of a coalition Gov- 
ernment, corresponding to the demands of the Allies, for immediate 
communication to Paris. If the Supreme Council assented to the 
formation of such a provisional Government, it would come into being 
forthwith, provided the Roumanians were still in occupation to main- 
tain order. The important thing was to obtain as soon as possible 
from the Allies a clear statement of their intentions and of how they 
viewed these suggestions. Otherwise, everyone in Hungary was work- 
ing in the dark. 

Before seeking to draw any conclusions from these various expres- 
sions of opinion and desire, I venture to submit that the general foreign 
policy of Roumania is also a factor that must be taken in account. 

At present, the policy of M. Bratiano holds the field. That centres 
on refusal to accept the principle of the Minorities Treaty, and it is 
there that the Allies will have to apply most pressure. Their weapons 
are not many, and they cannot afford to dissipate them, and M. 
Bratiano is possibly counting on this. That is, he means to use his 
positions in Roumania to the utmost to extort the territorial conces- 
sions he has demanded. But if the Allies are firm, it is to be hoped that 
in his turn M. Bratiano will not carry his bluff so far as to break with 
the Allies over this Hungarian question. It would not pay him in the 
end. 

The two problems in regard to the Hungarian question that have to 
be solved are :— 


1. To stop the requisitions. 
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2. To find a Hungarian Government with which the Allies and 
Roumania can alike deal. 


The question of requisitions has again two sides to it :— 


a) Cessation. / ‘ ; 
b) Restoration to the Allies of their common property or its value, 
and to Hungary of the means to live. 


As regards (a), I fear that orders from the Roumanian Government 
however sincerely meant, will continue to be evaded, and that evacua- 
tion is the only real remedy. But it may be expected that the 
Roumanians, as their time draws to a close, will increase their activities, 
and it may be possible to put some check on this. 

There are only the two roads from Hungary to Roumania over the 
Szolnok and Csongrad bridges. 

At present, a French and Italian officer, with half a dozen men each, 
are doing most useful work in checking the trains as they go over, 
but they have no control over the contents of sealed wagons, of which 
over 6,000 have been sent across. These officers are there with the con- 
sent of the Roumanian authorities, and it would seem desirable to 
extend the system, in collaboration with the Roumanians. The officers 
and personnel should be largely increased and Roumanian officers must 
work with them. They should have'a copy of the way-bill of every 
train, with full authority to verify the loads, and to open and inspect 
sealed wagons. This would at least check and put on record the depre- 
dations that are being committed; it would facilitate the making up of 
the bill against the Roumanians; it would be a test of the good faith 
of the Roumanian Government; and it might even, by exposures and 
their consequences, deter some of the looters from their proceedings. 

It would, of course, be even better if such a commission could unload 
or detach trucks containing goods that should not have been taken, 
but I fear that difficulties of storing, and lack of sidings, make this 
impractical. 

I may add that M. Diamandy expressed his personal assent to this 
suggestion, though he could not commit his Government, but pointed 
out a practical objection from the delay and blocking that inspection 
of sealed wagons might cause. It is an objection that would have to 
be over-ruled. 

With respect to (b), the American Representatives on the Organiza- 
tion Committee of the Reparation Commission have, in a paper dated 
September 23rd, last, suggested the establishment of a Special Com- 
mission at Buda Pest to make out the bill against Roumania. So far 
as it goes, the proposal seems to be useful and practical, though more 
provisions might perhaps have been made for Roumanian collabora- 
tion. What the Roumanians feel, and feel very deeply, is that from 
the outset they have been pre-judged by their Allies as criminals and 
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put into the dock. They ask for collaboration and co-operation, and, 
instead, are haled before the tribunal for sentence. This does not 
make them any more ready to sink their own interests in the common 
stock, and if they were treated more as Allies, who have fought and 
suffered, and less as criminals, things would probably go far more 
easily. They feel bitterly such implications as that their action alone 
has turned Hungary into a burden on the Allies. They ask that 
allowance should be made for other factors: Bolshevism, moderate 
harvest, the peasant’s general mistrust of the future, the general dis- 
location of economic life in Europe; all these are factors in the Allies’ 
disappointment at Hungary proving to be not self-supporting, but the 
whole sin is visited upon Roumania. 

In any case, while the American plan provides a means for restoring 
common property, or its value, to the Allies, it contains no definite 
scheme for helping the Hungarians, though presumably it is to be 
inferred that the suggested Commission will study that aspect of the 
question, and no doubt make Roumania foot the bill. That would pro- 
vide a solution, but if the Commission is to work under the Allied 
Generals, it will possibly be looked on by the Roumanians as ab- 
solutely anti-Roumanian, and they will continue their Oriental ob- 
struction. The best chance is for an independent Allied and Rou- 
manian Commission. 

Even more difficult is the solution of the second problem, the dis- 
covery of a possible Hungarian Government. 

I have set down, as faithfully and impartially as I can the views 
of those most qualified to speak. The Generals, disgusted by their 
experience of the Roumanians are on the whole for the recognition 
of M. Friedrich. The Roumanians themselves, and democratic Hun- 
gary, look sourly on Friedrich and hold that his recognition in any 
form by the Supreme Council would be a mortal blow to the moral 
influence of that body, after their action against the Archduke, for 
whom Friedrich is but the “Locum tenens”. 

It is for the Supreme Council to decide, and it is only with the great- 
est deference that I put forward any suggestions. 

The first point seems to me to make clearly known to Roumania 
what the decision of the Supreme Council is in regard to the terri- 
torial adjustments asked for by M. Bratiano. Whether these requests 
be granted in whole or in part or refused altogether, the Roumanian 
Government should be informed at once, as it will then have no motive 
to coquet with various Hungarian parties, in the hope of getting the 
concessions out of them in return for recognition as a Government, 
and possibly even a separate Alliance. 

It is, I think, the hope of finding a more pliant Hungarian admin- 
istration that is a main cause of the Roumanian objections to Fried- 
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rich and one of their principal reasons for not leaving Hungary. If 
the Roumanians knew that they have nothing to hope for in this 
respect, they might be more ready to carry out immediate evacuation. 
The only plea the Roumanian Government could urge for remaining 
would be the maintenance of order, and that could be met by insist- 
ing on the provision of sufficient arms to the Hungarian Police. 

The difficulty is, however, to decide what provisional Government 
is to control that police force, and the choice must precede any steps 
that may be taken to ensure Roumanian evacuation. Though M. 
Garami’s fears may be exaggerated, there is force in the case he makes 
against M. Friedrich from the point of view of the Peace Conference. 
On the other hand, the Generals believe in Friedrich and Horthy, and 
on the evidence before them have no fear of a white terror or reac- 
tionary excesses. 

But could not M. Garami’s proposal be applied to M. Friedrich 
first? He is, at present, opposed to widening the basis of his Minis- 
try, but if he realised that only so could he comply with the Allies’ 
conditions and secure recognition, he might accede. Pressure might 
have to be put on the other parties to come in, but if they are really 
moved by patriotism, a Coalition Government should not be an im- 
possibility. 

If M. Friedrich refuses, then the support of the Supreme Council 
might, as suggested by M. Garami, be offered to a Coalition Govern- 
ment without him, which would be prepared to meet the Allies’ condi- 
tions, 

There is also another alternative, which it might be worth while to 
consider. I believe that, technically the Upper and Lower Houses 
of the Hungarian Parliament have never been abolished and still have 
a legal existence. The two Houses (or rather these members whose 
seats are included within the present frontiers of Hungary) might 
be summoned for the purpose of adding members from other parties 
to the Hungarian Ministry and of appointing dates for the elections 
and for a plebiscite as to the form of government which Hungary is 
to have. The objections seem to be (a) that such a Parliament has no 
real relation to the political feeling of Hungary to-day, and (0) that 
the summons must be through the Hungarian Government and there- 
fore provisional recognition of M. Friedrich is involved, though it 
would be confined to this one purpose alone. 

None of these solutions may commend themselves to the Supreme 
Council, and other and better ones may be found, but I venture to 
submit the urgency of imposing some solution from the outside. On 
that point all parties are agreed: that Hungary can only be saved, if 
the Allies intervene and by their recognition of some Government, 
enable that Government to exert the authority necessary to preserve 
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the country from ruin and anarchy. This is an interest of all 
Europe. 
[Annex 1] 


Note by Mr. Leeper 
Tue Minorities TREATY 


The burning question in Roumania at the present moment is that of 
the Minorities Treaty. It is a burning question not because the ma- 
jority of Roumanians, or even of Roumanian politicians really have 
any practical objections to the conditions contained in the treaty, but 
because the Bratiano Government and its agents have misrepresented 
the issue and so misled and inflamed public opinion that many Rou- 
manians are under the impression that the treaties proposed are quite 
different from what they really are. After the explanations which 
we were able to furnish to different Roumanian politicians with whom 
we talked, many of these misunderstandings were cleared away. The 
treaties with the different new States themselves have now been pub- 
lished in the Roumanian press, and consequently the atmosphere of 
ignorance prevailing about them has been to some extent dispelled. 
Roumanians who have discussed the matter with an open mind are 
quite willing now to admit the Treaty itself involves no infringement 
of Roumanian sovereignty or violation of Roumanian interest, and if 
they still object to certain clauses and articles in the Treaty, for- 
tunately the clauses involved are precisely those which could most 
easily be altered or omitted without affecting the character and force 
of the Treaty. It is for consideration whether it would not be good 
policy if both in any demand addressed to the Roumanian Govern- 
ment relative to the signature of the Treaty, and in any communica- 
tion made by the Peace Conference thereafter to the Roumanian 
Government, a cordial invitation were addressed to it to discuss the 
actual text of the Treaty, provided always that the principle of the 
Treaty, contained above all in Article 13, was accepted as uncondi- 
tionally binding. 

I went through the text of the Treaty with M. Bratiano, with the 
Opposition leaders, and with the Transylvanian ministers. M. Bra- 
tiano’s objections were mostly founded on a curious misunderstanding 
both of the object and actual text of the Treaty. He particularly 
protested against the economic clauses to which he ascribed the most 
sinister intentions but he also found fault with most of the articles 
of the Treaty except that automatically emancipating the Jews. He 
refused, in particular, to accept Article XIII, providing for the con- 
trol of the League of Nations. M. Take Ionescu and General 
Averescu expressed themselves as perfectly ready to sign the Treaty. 
M. Take Ionescu declared himself wholeheartedly in favor of the eco- 


562 THE PARIS PEACE CONFERENCE, 1919, VOLUME VIII 


nomic clauses, he considered the minority clauses as a whole as the 
logical consequence of the foundation of the League of Nations and 
as in themselves in no way prejudicial to Roumanian sovereignty and 
interests, and objected only to two paragraphs in the Preamble and 
to Articles 10, 11 and 12 which, as I have suggested above, may be 
quite easily removed from the Treaty without impairing its force. 
The Transylvanian leaders, M. Maniu and others, were more cautious 
about the matter and anxious, while not like M. Bratiano refusing 
absolutely to sign, to obtain a preliminary discussion of the Treaty 
before accepting the principle.* I have every reason to believe, how- 
ever, from conversations both with them and with others who know 
them well, that their opposition to acceptance to the principle is most 
unlikely to be an obstinate one if the attitude of the Conference towards 
the discussion of detail is clearly shown to be a friendly and con- 
ciliatory one. 

It has in our several conversations always been made perfectly 
clear that there can be no question of a relaxation of the principle 
of control by the League of Nations in favor of Roumania; that this 
principle has already been imposed as binding on Poland, Czecho- 
Slovakia and various enemy countries, and the Transylvanian lead- 
ers can have no possible loop-hole of excuse for hoping that more 
concessions will be given to them than the Conference is likely to 
give, In any case I feel no doubt at all that the agitation against 
signature of the Treaty which has been artificially inspired and kept 
alive would subside at once were the demand made on Roumania 
publicly presented in a firm but friendly fashion. The urgent neces- 
sity for prompt action on this subject can perhaps hardly be over- 
emphasized. 


Annex 2 to Sir George Clerk’s Report of October 7, 1919 


Translation 
INTERALLIED MILITARY MISSION 
BUDAPEST 


Bupapest, October 1, 1919. 
MINUTES OF THE SESSION oF OcropEr Ist (AFTERNOON) 
Under the Presidency of General Mombelli 
1. The Commission assembled at 4:00 p. m. to hear Sir George 
Clerk who having returned from Bucarest where he had been sent 
on a mission by the Peace Conference, was in Paris [Budapest ?]. 
*Two days after our conversations with Mr. Maniu an obviously inspired 


article appeared in the official Transylvanian organ headed ‘‘We wish to treat”. 


It obtained considerable prominence in the Roumani i 
ia taoital.4 anian press. [Footnote in 
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2. Sir George Clerk exposes to the four Generals the purpose and 
result of his mission to Bucarest. 

3. The purpose may be resumed by the four following questions: 

a) Has Rumania decided to remain with the Entente? 

b) Is Rumania ready to cease requisitions in Hungary? 

c) Will Rumania agree to have an Entente Commission regulate 
the ae of the spoils taken from Hungary by the Rumanian 
troops $ 

d) Has Rumania the intention to cooperate in the establishment 
of a stable Government in Hungary which would be disposed to 
enter into friendly relations with the Entente? 


4. Regarding the first question, Sir George Clerk is convinced that 
the Crown, the Government, as well as the political circles, are all 
animated with a desire to have Rumania remain faithful to the 
Entente. 

5. Relative to the requisitions (question 6) Mr. Bratiano—Presi- 
dent of the Rumanian Council—has stated that the requisitions in 
Hungary would cease immediately, with the exception of those strictly 
necessary for the needs of the occupation troops. 

6. Concerning the third question (¢) Mr. Bratiano has stated that 
Rumania agrees that the distribution of the spoils, removed from 
Hungary by their troops, be settled by an Entente Commission, pro- 
vided that their rights to the material removed by the enemy dur- 
ing the occupation of Rumania and to the spoils “captured by the 
Rumanian Army” be safeguarded. 

7. Concerning the last question (d) Mr. Bratiano declared that 
Rumania is ready to give her support for the establishment in Hun- 
gary of a Government such as the Entente desires; on condition, 
however, that certain special rights of Rumania—which she judges of 
great importance—be protected. 

A condition which would lend to the establishing and entertain- 
ing of friendly relations with Hungary, is that Hungary accept, and 
that the Entente sanction the frontier boundaries which Rumania 
esteems as indispensable in the protection of her economic interest 
and her strategical security. 

Rumania requests, consequently, that within her territory be in- 
cluded : 


(a) the mouth of the Maros, the possession of which represents an 
economic necessity of the first order for Rumania, as the Maros is the 
only navigable way leading to the center of Transylvania. 

(6) The Bekescsaba railway system, which is the outlet for the 
entire Arad region. 

(c) A tract of land to the depth of 20 kilometres to the West of the 
Oradeamare-Szatmar railway line, in order to insure the strategic 
security of the line. 
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8. Sir George Clerk reads a memorandum which he had sent to the 
Peace Conference, and in which the above mentioned questions are 
exposed in detail. 

He afterwards calls attention to a letter which he addressed to Mr. 
Bratiano, in which—while reserving all decisions regarding the Ru- 
manian provisions for the Supreme Council—the principal objections 
which the Supreme Council might raise are pointed out, and also the 
eventuality of a refusal. 

9. Sir George Clerk expresses his opinion to the Commission that 
the Supreme Council will not accept the frontier rectifications pro- 
posed by the Rumanians. In this case the relations between Rumania 
and Hungary might be more difficult, and Sir George Clerk wishes to 
know if these relations are at the present time friendly or strained. 

Following is the reply of the Commission: 

The Rumanians, by their requisitions, have compromised the very 
favorable situation which they had created in Hungary by delivering 
the country from Bolshevism. 

Mr. Diamandy—representing the Rumanian Government at Buda- 
pest—many times affirmed the good intentions of Rumania to establish 
a friendly understanding with Hungary, but this understanding was 
seriously impeded by the excessive requisitions which developed 
feelings of bitterness among the Hungarians. 

It is said that Hungarian statesmen are now making advances to 
the Rumanians with a view to establishing an understanding, but the 
importance of these pourparlers is not known. 

The Commission is unaware, in particular, if the question of frontier 
rectification was brought up. On this subject Sir George Clerk re- 
marks that it would not be inopportune to inform the Rumanians that 
any decision relative to the rectification of the frontiers appertains 
exclusively to the Peace Conference, and that, for this reason, the 
responsibility for a refusal of the proposals formulated in this matter 
by Rumania, would in no wise devolve upon the Hungarian Govern- 
ment. 

10. Sir George Clerk wishes to know if the Rumanians would be 
disposed to recognize—in accord with the Entente—the Friedrich 
Cabinet and to give it their support. 

The Commission replies on this subject: 

Under the present circumstances the Friedrich Cabinet is as good as 
any other. It has remained in power for more than one month and has 
the confidence of the agricultural masses who form the majority of 
the Hungarian population; it has undergone many alterations as a 
result of which it today presents a more liberal base. It is, however, 
but the continuation of a government which, having come into power 
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by a coup @état at the same time as the Archduke, has never given 
satisfaction to the Entente and which—after the abdication of the 
Archduke—has remained as an emanation of that source. 

Furthermore, this government has evidenced reactionary tendencies, 
which, although exaggerated by its opponents, might nevertheless be 
dangerous. 

Finally, the Government compromised itself with the Rumanians 
by clandestine organizations of armed forces which the Rumanian 
military command at Budapest had strictly forbidden. Consequently, 
the Rumanians proposed its overthrow to the Entente and, not having 
obtained the necessary consent, they are trying in every way to impede 
its action and to perhaps cause its overthrow by its political opponents 
to whom the Rumanian Government has granted—for the last several 
days—a liberty of reaction which before had been strictly forbidden 
them. 

At the same time they refuse to support a Government which is not 
accepted by them and consequently continue in every fashion to hinder 
the formation of the police at Budapest and the reorganization of the 
Hungarian Army, which is absolutely indispensable to insure order in 
the country at the time the Rumanian troops shall decide to evacuate. 

Under these circumstances the labors of the Commission of Generals 
becomes daily more difficult and may soon become impossible. 

The Commission did not fail to inform the Supreme Council of these 
circumstances and proposed that it either recognize the Friedrich 
Cabinet or, if unable to do so, to furnish their precise intentions re- 
garding a new Hungarian Cabinet. But the Supreme Council did not 
answer. 

Therefore, the Commission can only wish for the sending of that 
answer, confirming that it is indispensable that the formation that 
[of?] a decent Hungarian Government be made in common agreement 
between the Entente and the Rumanian Government. 

11. Sir George Clerk asks the Commission if, in its opinion, the Ru- 
manians would be willing to accept the Friedrich Cabinet in case the 
latter declares itself ready to follow them in their intentions. 

The Commission is not in a position to express an opinion on that 
subject. 

Tf the Rumanians do not make the Hungarian Government respon- 
sible for a refusal on the subject of the delimitation of the future com- 
mon boundary, an agreement with the Friedrich Cabinet would per- 
haps be facilitated. 

But there would remain the difficulties represented by the presence 
of one Head and several members of the Cabinet who are personally 
compromised by their clandestine actions against the prescriptions of 
the Rumanian military Command. 
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It is therefore possible that Mr. Friedrich be accepted for lack of a 
better person. But even in that case, modifications in the cabinet, 
with the exclusion of some of the present Ministers is to be foreseen. 

12. Sir George Clerk asks if, in case they had a free hand, the Four 
Generals would be in a position to propose the list of a new cabinet. 

The Commission remarks that, according to its instructions, and 
since it must not intervene in the internal questions of Hungary, it has 
not until now given its special attention concerning the persons who 
might form the new cabinet. 

Nevertheless, it has already had the opportunity to state to the 
Supreme Council that a list proposed by Mr. Heinrich would fulfil 
the conditions of the Entente and that, consequently, in its opinion, 
the Supreme Council could have given its approval. But the Supreme 
Council did not answer. 

In the present circumstances the Commission thinks that, in agree- 
ment with the Rumanians, the composition of a fitting list would not 
be difficult. 

13. Sir George Clerk begs the Commission to kindly deliver to him 
as soon as possible the minutes of the meeting so that he might draft 
his telegraphic information to the Supreme Council. 

14. The meeting is adjourned at 17:20. 

The President for the Day, General Mombelli 
E. Mompetui 


Annex 3 to Sir George Clerk’s Report of October 8 [7], 1919 


Summary Report Revative To THE PROVISIONING OF THE CrTy OF 
BoupbarPest 


1, The Rumanian Command has authorized free circulation through- 
out all Hungary to all agents officially entrusted by the Hungarian 
Ministry of Supplies. The number of these agents surpasses 1200, 

In spite of these authorizations given on August 12th, the trains 
which run expressly for provisioning, return to Budapest almost 
empty. 

The reason is that the agents of the Hungarian Ministry spend their 
time in speculating and in frauds instead of in the purchase and trans- 
portation of cereals. One proof of this is shown in the falsification of 
an authorization given, by hundred copies, authorizing the carrying 
' of foodstuffs for the Hungarian functionaries of the supply Ministry, 
and with which the respective agents secured great quantities of foods 
which they did not share among the famished population, but placed 
in express hidden warehouses for speculation. purposes. 
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We are annexing a copy of one of these falsified authorizations 
which are now being examined in the Rumanian military courts, as a 
proof.” 

2, All the Rumanian troop Commanders were ordered to permit 
and facilitate the transportation of cars and carts, as well as boats, 
which are being sent with foodstuffs to Budapest, and to give them 
priority over military transports. 

3. The supply warehouses captured from the Bolshevist army have 
all been placed at the disposition of the Hungarian Supply Ministry. 

4. From the commencement, approval was given to have all assist- 
ance utilized in procuring foodstuffs for Budapest, with the same 
purpose the Rumanian Command furnished II pairs of trains daily, 
named “supply trains” which run in all directions and transport 
foodstuffs into the city. 

A train schedule, such as is published in all the small stations with 
an aim to facilitate the task of the supply purchasing agents, is 
annexed hereto.” 

5. The entire region between Tisza and the Danube has been divided 
into administrative supply departments, under the direction of the 
Hungarian Department Prefects, who are directed to furnish gen- 
eral statistics of all the foodstuffs which remain available in their 
department, aside from the needs of the local population, in order 
that these foodstuffs may be sent to Budapest under the control of 
the Rumanian Command. 

The Departments are further divided into sub-Departments, then 
into centers and sub-centers, the country people being obliged to 
thresh the grain with the aid of Bolshevist prisoners so that the 
surplus may be sent to Budapest. In this way 10-15 carloads of 
grain, vegetables, and other foodstuffs were sent to Budapest daily 
by the Rumanian army. 

6. The Rumanian Command has formally prohibited all sorts of 
food requisitions in Budapest for the needs of the Rumanian army 
and it has placed the central bakery of the Hungarian army at the 
disposition of the city in order that bread might be obtained for the 
population. 

7. The “Haditelmin” supply society belonging to the Hungarian 
supply Ministry had hidden the following meats in their local re- 
frigerators: 

50,000 kilograms of frozen meat 

20,000 if of pork and veal 

20,000 $ of salted meat 
and 10 carloads of fat which was distributed by the Rumanian Com- 
mand among the population. 


Does not accompany the minutes. 
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8. 60,000 hogs in the suburbs of Budapest were placed at the dispo- 
sition of the Hungarian Supply Minister in order that 300 might be 
killed per day with a view to filling the needs of the population, but 
the Supply Ministry suspended this measure, although the hogs in 
question weigh more than 100 kilograms each. 

9. 10,000 carloads of potatoes from the region East of Tisza were 
placed at the disposition of the Hungarian Supply Ministry by the 
Rumanian Command, but on account of the negligence of the Min- 
istry nothing has been transported up to the present time, although . 
every facility possible has been offered for the execution of this trans- 
portationThe Hungarians claim that they have not enough loco- 
motives, but in the organization region of the Hungarian army (Szom- 
bathely) there are 500 locomotives and in spite of all the guarantees 
of the Rumanian Government, stating that these machines will not 
be requisitioned, the Hungarian authorities refuse to have these loco- 
motives used for the transportation of foodstuffs. 

10. Because the Hungarian Supply Ministry agents do not pay the 
farmers for the grain which they buy, they have commenced to hide 
all the grain in their possession by burying it or depositing it in places 
hidden from view. 

In order to remedy this inconvenience the Rumanian Command has 
made arrangements to have the mills do the farmers’ grinding on con- 
dition that they pay in kind.—The wheat which is collected in this 
fashion, at the mills, is bought by the Rumanian Command and dis- 
tributed at the same price among the population at Budapest.—Fur- 
thermore, the Rumanian Command has arranged for the paid requisi- 
tion of exposed and hidden wheat by Rumanian Delegates to be later 
sold to the population at Budapest. 

11. The Hungarian Supply Ministry forbids the purchase of wheat 
by individuals and permits these purchases by the local supply society 
of the Ministry only, but the retail sale of the wheat flour is un- 
trammelled. This society speculates largely as a result of this priv- 
ilege, in such a way that the flour is sold in retail in numerous stores 
of the capital at a price of 25 kronen a kgr. 

The Rumanian Command intervened to permit the free sale of grain 
and flour by anyone, which has certainly helped greatly to prevent 
speculations. 

12. In order to assist the population of Budapest the Rumanian 
Command requested the Government and Rumanian G. H. Q. to sell 
the surplus grain in Rumania to the Hungarians. 

13. The Rumanian Command has authorized, and has given orders 
to this effect, the Rumanian troops to facilitate by every possible means 
the transportation of every sort of combustible [comestible?] by rail- 
way and in carts. Furthermore, the Rumanian Command has permit- 
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ted Hungary to export her wine and to receive in exchange any nature 
of foodstuffs. 

14. The Rumanian Command has never refused any request of the 
Hungarian Supply Ministry. On the contrary, they have tried to 
facilitate the labors of this Ministry and have given their entire as- 
sistance in the provisioning of Budapest. Unfortunately, they are 
forced to affirm with regret that instead of facilitating the provi- 
sioning of the population the Ministry in question tolerated the most 
flagrant speculation, and that furthermore the excessively precarious 
situation of the city concerning supplies is the direct result. 

15. From the occupation of the city of Budapest by the Rumanian 
troops, these troops, in their ardent desire to assist the poor popula- 
tion and in order to protect them from certain famine, established 
14 canteens for the poor where the children and aged daily receive 
free nourishment. 

The Rumanian Command possess photographs of these canteens 
taken at the time of the distribution. They also possess a great 
number of letters of thanks sent by the mayors, city authorities and 
individuals in Budapest, in which the gratitude of these people is 
expressed for the large heartedness of the Rumanians in these days 
of famine. 

16. Furthermore, each troop corps nourishes a great number of 
poor, especially children; each soldier has from one to three guests 
daily which he nourishes from his own allowance. The Rumanian 
Command is in possession of photographs confirming this. 

17. The Budapest hospital patients were suffering the blackest 
misery on account of hunger and want at the time of entry of the 
Rumanian troops—The Rumanian Command immediately took the 
necessary measures to abolish this state of affairs. They distributed 
among the hospitals the foodstuffs captured from the Bolshevist army 
as well as other supplies brought to the city by the Rumanian troops 
themselves. A few days after the installation of our troops in Buda- 
pest, thanks to the cares above referred to, the situation of the hos- 
pitals has become normal. 

18. When the Rumanian Command became definitely convinced of 
the poor faith of the Hungarian official supply organizations, they 
nominated special delegates from the Rumanian army whose mission 
was to collect foodstuffs, transport and distribute them among the 
population. Our delegates received precious aid from the English 
supply Commission under Colonel Cope. 

19. Asa result of the lack of foodstuffs in Budapest the Rumanian 
Command arranged for the reservation of 40 communes, in the sur- 
rounding district, for city supplies alone and forbade all army requi- 
sitions in the territory of these communes. 
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20. Despite the repeated and precise orders which the Rumanian 
Command issued and published, totally forbidding transports from 
leaving Budapest, persons engaged in contraband with written au- 
thorization of the Hungarian Supply Ministry were discovered in 
the action of clandestinely sending out great quantities of foodstuffs 
with a view to increasing the heavy task of the Rumanian Command 
and to favor an extended speculation. 


Appendix H to HD-67 
AMERICAN REPRESENTATIVES 
ON THE ORGANIZATION COM- 
MITTEE OF THE REPARATIONS 
COMMISSION — 


SEPTEMBER 23, 1919. 

Memorandum—The Hungarian Situation and the Effect of Rou- 

mania’s Appropriation of Values and Property in Hungary on the 
Other Interested Allied and Associated Powers 


Roumania has removed values and property from Hungary far in 
excess of her individual equity under the reparation and other policies 
laid down by the Allied and Associated Powers. Roumania has forci- 
bly effected monetary exchanges in Hungary to her own benefit dis- 
regarding the reparation equity of her Allies in these same benefits. 
It results that Roumania has appropriated values and property be- 
longing to Italy, Serbia, Czecho-Slovakia, Poland and other interested 
Powers. The latter, therefore, have just claim against Roumania for 
compensation. 

Roumania is reported to have stripped Hungary of all its seed grain, 
live stock, agricultural machinery, etc., with the result that the sup- 
plying of the minimum needs of the Hungarian population will shortly 
have to be borne by Roumania’s Allies at considerable sacrifice and 
financial cost to their respective Governments and peoples. It would, 
of course, have been to the joint interest of all the Allies had sufficient 
seed grain, live stock, agricultural machinery, etc., been left in 
Hungary to take care of the minimum requirements of these people. 

A substantial surplus of foodstuffs existed in Roumania, even before 
her appropriation of Hungarian foodstuffs. Under the ordinary 
working of the laws of supply and demand, Roumania is now in that 
curious position whereby she alone will benefit by supplying food- 
stuffs to her Allies (particularly Czecho-Slovakia and Poland), from 
stocks in which her Allies had a joint ownership. A similar situa- 
tion with corresponding effects occurs in the case of many other classes 
of property similarly appropriated by Roumania. 

A portion of this same surplus foodstuff must go to Austria which 
is faced with a serious shortage in foodstuff for the coming year. The 
Supreme Council has decided, and the same intent is written in the 
Austrian Peace Treaty, that the “first preoccupation” of the Repara- 
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tions Commission in Austria is to set up finance to meet the minimum 
needs of the Austrian population during the coming year. The 
curious analogy is therefore presented of the Reparations Commission 
setting up finance, at the expense of Roumania’s Allies, for the pur- 
chase of foodstuffs and other property which they in fact own in 
common with Roumania but for [from?] which Roumania alone will 
benefit. 

The Allied and Associated Powers will shortly have to give the 
Reparations Commission with reference to Hungary, the similar 
“first preoccupation”, they have already given it with reference to 
Austria. This would not have been necessary had Roumania awaited 
the orderly workings of the Reparations Commission in securing her 
reparations. However, by her systematic stripping of Hungary, 
without preoccupation as to leaving the minimum necessities for the 
Hungarian population during the coming year, Roumania has im- 
properly thrown this burden on her Allies. A:similar curious analogy 
occurs in this case as already exposed in the Austrian case... In the 
Austrian case, however, the minimum necessities of the population 
did not exist. In the Hungarian case these necessities which actually 
existed in Hungary and which were appropriated by Roumania must 
now be replaced by necessities provided at the expense of the latter’s 
Allies. 

Roumania has taken values and property out of Hungary without 
the prior agreement or approval of her Allies and without their repre- 
sentation at the time of removal. Therefore, there exists no basis for 
determining which if any of these. were due, Roumania under the 
adopted policy providing for “restitution of cash, animals, objects 
of every nature and securities seized and sequestrated” “which prove 
_ possible of identification”. Under these circumstances and for ac- 
counting purposes, it is only possible at this time to assume that none 
of these come within the “restitution” categories and, therefore the 
full valuation of all must be charged to Roumania on her various 
reparation accounts. What part or parcel of these values or prop- 
erty now in Roumania as come within the definition of “restitution” 
consequently rests on Roumania to prove before the Reparations 
Commission before these charges can be properly cancelled. 

As Roumania similarly failed to consider the interests of her Allies 
when taking over values and property not coming within the “resti- 
tution” categories, which she presumably considered to be her 
reparation equity, its valuation and the determination of the respec- 
tive allies’ reparation equities, including Roumania’s can now alone 
be determined and reported to the Reparations Commission by the 
other interested allies. 

A proposal, today, on the part of Roumania to abide, in the future, 


by the terms of her engagements with the Allied and Associated 
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Powers could not be accepted as an equitable solution of this matter. 
An agreement to any such proposal would be to the sole interest of 
Roumania with an entire disregard of the other Allied interests, as 
such agreement could only be construed as a “quitclaim” or approval 
of all Roumania’s appropriations of Hungary’s values and property 
to date. Any agreement entered into today with Roumania should be 
predicated upon her admission of the right of her allies to make a 
joint inquiry into what has happened in the past and to fix their own 
and Roumania’s interests in all Hungarian values and property in 
the manner hereinafter set forth. 

It is therefore, suggested that the Organization Committee of the 
Reparations Commission recommend to the Supreme Council the 
early adoption of the following resolutions: 


First: That a Special Commission, including representatives of the 
Allied and Associated Powers having property and financial interests 
in Hungary under the Reparation clauses, which interests have been 
either partially or wholly appropriated by Roumania, be established at 
once in Budapest for the purpose of listing and valuing the property 
removed by Roumania in contravention of Roumania’s engagements 
with her allies and in contravention of the direct and oe instruc- 
tions of the Supreme Council. 

Second : That this Special Commission will establish the value of the 
various Allies’ equities in Hungarian values and property appropriated 
by the Roumanians, in accordance with the reparation policies adopted 
by the Allied and Associated Governments, and that these values will 
be at once reported to the Committee on Organization of the Repara- 
tions Commission, so that upon the establishment of the Reparations 
Commission, they may be appropriately entered against the Rou- 
manian accounts, under the various treaties of peace which have or 
are to be formulated. 

Third: That this Special Commission investigate and report to the 
Supreme Council the fiscal or other effect on Roumania’s Allies of 
Roumania’s appropriation of foodstuffs, grain seeds, live stock, agri- 
cultural machinery, etc., with reference to its effect on future purchases 
by them of Roumanian food and other surpluses and the similar direct 
or indirect effect of Roumania’s action so far as it affects benefits accru- 
ing to Roumania’s Allies from Austrian and Hungarian reparations. 

Fourth: That this Special Commission is empowered to give proper 
credit to Roumania for values and property returned to Hungary up 
until the time of the closing out of its operations and to make appro- 
priate cancellations on this account on reports submitted. to the 
Supreme Council or to the Organization Committee of the Repara- 
tions Commission, as provided for in the preceding paragraphs. 


It is recommended that the proposed Special Commission include 
representatives of the principal Allied and Associated Powers and 
representation of Serbia, Czecho-Slovakia and Poland and that these 
Powers be requested to at once designate their representatives on this 
Commission and to send them to Budapest accompanied by such 
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accountants, statisticians, etc., as they may consider necessary, for 
the first meeting of the Special Commission which should be held 
at Budapest September 28, 1919. 

It is further recommended that Chairmanship of the Commission 
rotate from day to day as between the Representatives of the Prin- 
cipal Allied and Associated Powers represented on it. 

In view of the existing political situation in Hungary, it is recom- 
mended that for the time being this Special Commission be’ sub- 
ordinated to the Allied Commission of Generals now in Budapest. 


Appendix I to HD-67 


[ Despatch of a Sub-Committee to Budapest To Determine the Repara- 
tion Value of Material Removed From Hungary by the Rumanians| 


Proposep ResoLUTION 
| Submitted by Mr. Polk] 


First: That a Special Commission composed of a Delegate from each 
of the Powers represented on the Organization Committee of the 
Reparations Commission, be established at Budapest without delay. 
The Presidency of this Special Commission should be held at each 
meeting by each of the Delegates in turn; the Secretary should be 
permanent. There should be added to this Special Commission for 
the purpose of consultation following the nature of the subject dealt 
with, representatives of the neighboring States who have reparation 
interests in Hungary, viz:—Roumania, Poland, Czecho-Slovakia and 
Yugo-Slavia. 

Second: That this Special Commission should proceed without delay 
in listing all values and property removed from Hungary by any of 
the Allied and Associated Powers in contravention of the reparation 
policies laid down in the various Treaties of Peace. 

Third: That this Special Commission will establish the values on 
the lists provided for in the Second paragraph and will forward the 
lists so prepared without delay to the Committee on Organization of 
the Reparations Commission, so that upon the establishment of the 
Reparations Commission the values so reported may be appropriately 
entered on the reparation accounts under the various Treaties of Peace 
which have or are to be formulated. 

Fourth: That this Special Commission is empowered to cancel or 
propose to the Organization Committee of the Reparations Commis- 
sion for cancellation, any charges raised in accordance with the pro- 
visions of the Second and Third paragraphs of this resolution for 


574 THE PARIS PEACE CONFERENCE, 1919, VOLUME VIII 


values and property restored to Hungary up until the time of the 
closing of this Special Commission’s operations. 

Fifth: That this Special Commission should investigate and report 
to the Organization Committee of the Reparations Commission or the 
Reparations Commission, the direct or indirect financial effect on 
Allied and Associated Governments, individually or collectively, by 
individual acts on the part of any of these Governments who have 
appropriated values or property in Hungary. In making this report 
the Special Commission will include their recommendation as to the 
compensatory adjustment of the various reparation accounts that 
should be made by the Reparations Commission on this account. 


Paris Peace Conf. 180.03501/68 HD-68 


Notes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers Held in M. Pichon’s Room at the Quai d’Orsay, Paris, 
on Saturday, October 11, 1919, at 10:30 a. m. 


PRESENT 
AMERICA, 
UNITED STATES OF : British HMPIRE FRANCE 
Hon. F. L. Polk Sir Eyre Crowe M. Clemenceau 
Secretary Secretary Secretaries 
Mr. L. Harrison Mr. H. Norman M. Dutasta 
M. Berthelot 
M. de St. Quentin 
ITaLy JAPAN 
M. Scialoja M. Matsui 
Secretary Secretary 
M. Barone Russo M. Kawai 
Joint Secretariat 
America, Unitep States or... . Mr. C, Russell 
British EMprrE. .... ..-.» . Capt. Hinchley-Cooke 
France?! 4. 90) Shit atils SOM *Niassigli 
Tpatyine “ee or ar aio -oo ‘Me. Zanchi 


Inter preter—M. Mantoux 


The following were also present for the items in which they were concerned : 


America, UNITED STATES OF 
Mr. Dresel 

Mr. Shepardson 

Mr. A. W. Dulles 


British HMPIRn 
General Sackville-West 
Sir George Clerk 

Mr. Leeper 

Mr. Carr 

FRANCE 

Marshal Foch 

General Weygand 

M. Laroche 

ITALY 


M. Brambilla 
M. Vannutelli-Rey 
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1. (The Council had before it a draft of a reply to the letter of 
Baron von Lersner? prepared by Mr. Polk. (See Appendix AY 


Adiiolesion of M. Cuemenceav said that, if he understood Mr. 
re Polk’s proposition correctly, it was a question of 
ite saying to the Germans that everyone would have full 
Sie cre rights at the Conference. 

Yee e Mr. Pork said that this was not what he meant. 


The proposal, which he submitted for the approval of the Council, 
stated that the question would be decided by the Congress itself. His 
letter contained no promise whatever. 

M. Crrmenceav said that the Council were in agreement in regard 
to the matter. 

(It was decided: : 


to accept the draft of a letter prepared by Mr. Polk in reply to the 
letter of Baron von Lersner of 4th October. (See Appendix “A.”) ) 


2. (The Council had before it a draft of a telegram for transmis- 
sion to the French Minister at Bucharest and for communication to 


the Roumanian Government (See Appendix “B”),? 
Notes to the 


Roumanian as well as a draft of a telegram to M. Friedrich (See 
Government - 
and to M. Appendix “C”).) 


Mr. Poxx said that he wished to raise a question in 
regard to the draft telegram to M. Friedrich. He questioned whether 
it was advisable to send a written communication expressing the views 
of the Entente. He did not think that the Allied and Associated 
Governments should dictate to Hungary as to her internal policies. 
It was true that the Council had taken such action at the time the 
Archduke Joseph had assumed power, but in that case they were deal- 
ing with a Hapsburg. Today the situation was not quite the same; 
they were dealing with Hungarian political parties. He thought that 
it would be preferable to send to Budapest a representative who should 
be charged to communicate with the various parties. He feared that 
the action proposed would create an unfavorable impression in the 
United States. He wished to ask whether it would not be possible to 
send Sir George Clerk to Budapest. 

M. Ciemenceau suggested that the telegram should be addressed to 
the Allied Generals at Budapest and that they should be directed to 
take the necessary action. 

Mr. Pork pointed out that the Generals would not be in the same 
position as a special representative. Up to the present time they had 
played a somewhat different role. 

M. CremeEnceat said that the situation would be the same whether 
the communication were in writing or were communicated in person 


* Appendix A to HD-67, p. 544. 


* The telegram as it appears in appendix B is to the British Chargé d’Affaires 
at Bucharest rather than to the French Minister at Bucharest. 
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by a special representative; all the world would know of it. just the 
same. 

Sir Eyre Crows said that he thought all the world should know of it. 
It was important that the note should be published in all the Hun- 
garian newspapers. 

Sir Grorce CierxK said that M. Friedrich was the man who had 
called the Archduke to power. What the Allied and Associated Gov- 
ernments had criticized in his Government was the fact that it was a 
continuation of the Government of the Archduke. It was that which 
the Council opposed. There was no desire to interfere with the in- 
ternal affairs of Hungary. 

(It was decided: 

to postpone the discussion of this question until the following Mon- 


day. Mr. Polk reserved the right to propose certain modifications to 
the draft telegram before the Council.) 


Mr. Poxx said that so far as the note to be transmitted to the Rou- 
manian Government was concerned, he approved of the contents. He 
wished, however, to make two remarks. He asked what the Council 
proposed to do in the event of a refusal by the Roumanian Govern- 
ment. It was most important that the Allies should be in entire accord. 

M. CLEMENCEAU said that he thought the question could not be dis- 
cussed at the present time, but that he agreed with Mr. Polk that it was 
necessary for the Allies to stand together. He wished to ask M. 
Scialoja if he shared this view. 

M. Scrarosa replied that he was in entire agreement. 

Mr. Poxx said that in the first paragraph of the second page of the 
draft telegram he thought that it would be better to say instead of, 
“the Supreme Council regret that they are unable to consent to any 
change in their original decision” to “the Supreme Council regret that 
they are unable to modify in favor of Roumania their original deci- 
sion.” 

M. Berruevor asked whether the note to the Roumanian Government 
should be published. 

M. CremeENceav said that he thought it should not be until it had 
reached its destination. 

Mr. Porx asked whether the note should be transmitted to the Rou- 
manian Government by the four Allied Ministers at Bucharest. 

M. Cuemenceav said that he was entirely in favor of common action 
in order that every means should be taken to assure the note reaching 
its destination. 

M. Berruetor said that the note could also be transmitted to the 
Roumanian Delegation at Paris. 
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(It was decided: 


(1) to accept the draft telegram to the French Minister at Bucharest 
prepared by Sir George Clerk and M. Berthelot (See Appendix 
BR” ° 


(2) to substitute in the text of the telegram (page 2, paragraph 
numbered 1) for the words “unable;to consent to any change in their 
original decision”, the words “unable to modify in favor of Rou- 
mania their original decision” ; . : : 

(3) that the note of the Supreme Council should be transmitted 
to the Roumanian Prime Minister by the four Allied Ministers at_ 
Bucharest.) 


(It was further decided: 


to publish the text of the note after it had been transmitted to the 
Roumanian Government. ) 


3. (The Council had before it a note addressed to the President 
of the Peace Conference by two Bessarabian Delegates. (See Ap- 
Roumanian 7 pendix ad aS, : 

Action in _ _ M. Berruetor said the question had been placed on 
the agenda by the American delegation. 

Mr. Pox said that M. Misu had informed him on the previous day 
that the Roumanian Government were about to hold elections in 
Bessarabia. 

Str Eyre Crowe said that the Bessarabian question had not yet 
been settled. He thought that the note of the Bessarabian delegates 
could be examined at the time that the question of Bessarabia was 
discussed. 

Mr. Pox pointed out that the question was somewhat important 
in view of the fact that according to the information which he had 
received, the Roumanians were holding elections, applying conscrip- 
tion and confiscating. large properties. 

M. Larocue said that the Bessarabian question was somewhat 
peculiar. It was at the request of the Russian General Tcherbatcheff 
that the Roumanians had been asked, at the beginning of the Russian 
debacle, to occupy the country. In order to stop the development 
of Bolshevism, it had appeared to be the simplest method to favor 
the autonomist element in Bessarabia. Soon afterwards Bessarabia 
had declared herself independent. Later the National Assembly 
pronounced itself in favor of a union with Roumania. The Council 
were now faced with the wish expressed by the population. The 
Conference had not yet decided the Bessarabian question, but it 
should take account of all that had occurred, for there was no doubt 
that “the journey which M. de Martonne * recently made in Bessarabia 
had brought new proofs” to show that the country was really a 


* Emmanuel de Martonne, French representative, Sub-Commission on Rumanian 
and Yugo-Slav Affairs. 
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Roumanian land. As far as the agrarian question was concerned, 
the matter was most important. The distribution of landed property 
was particularly unequal in Bessarabia, and the majority of the pop- 
ulation was in favor of a necessary reform. The persons who pro- 
tested were Russified landowners, whose interests were menaced. 
Mr. Poxx said that he did not intend to ask the Council to take a 
decision. He had simply wished to bring to the attention of the 
Council the fact that the Roumanians were exercising rights of 
sovereignty in Bessarabia, and that the silence of the Conference in 
regard to this matter might give the Roumanians grounds for believ- 
ing that the Council consented to their having assumed: this sover- 
eignty. In a conversation which he had had with M. Misu on the 
preceding day, he had pointed out the possible danger to Roumania, 
if Roumania tried to make a fait accompli. He had asked him what 
would happen when Russia was reconstituted and when she claimed 
Bessarabia. Roumania would have to rely upon a position of fact. 
In order to retain Bessarabia, Roumania depended upon the good will 
of the League of Nations and of the Conference. Roumania should 
be discouraged from making any attempt, apart from the decisions 
of the Conference, to annex Bessarabia definitely.. He thought that 
M. Misu would, in all probability, transmit a communication to the 
Conference on this subject. 
4. (General Weygand presented to the Council the text of the 
resolution which he had prepared with General Sackville-West in 
accordance with a resolution taken by the Supreme 
Russian Prisoners Council (See Appendix “E”).)* 
Sir Eyre Crowe said that he approved of the text as 
a whole. He desired, however, to point out that in the second para- 
graph (Section C) the International Commission at Berlin was to be 
directed to make all necessary proposals to the Supreme Council... On 
the other hand, it was said that the Special Interallied Commission 
sitting at Paris should be charged “with bringing matters to the atten- 
tion of the Supreme Council”. He thought that it was unnecessary to 
make the Supreme Council intervene throughout. It would be enough 
to say that the Commission at Berlin should be charged with making 
“all necessary proposals”. The Commission could bring matters to the 
attention of the Special Commission at Paris and not to the Supreme 
Council. At the same time, as regarded the Commission at Paris, the 
text could be modified by saying that the Commission could “request a 
decision of the Supreme Council when necessary”. These changes in 
the text would give the Commission greater freedom of action. 
Mr. Potk asked how the Council proposed to regulate the question 
of funds. 


*This appendix does not accompany the minutes in the Department files. 
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Sm Eyre Crows said that, so far as he knew, there was no question 
but that the German Government would be obliged to furnish the 
money. 

GuneraL Weyaanp said that there were difficulties as regarded the 
past arising from the time when the Allied and Associated Govern- 
ments had assumed charge of the prisoners. 

M. Scratosa said that he wished to recall that Italy had borne 
heavy expenses in respect of several thousand Russian Prisoners of 
War. He wished to ask that this observation be referred for examina- 
tion to the Financial Commission. 

M. Cremenceav said that the Council were in agreement. 

Mr. Poxx said that so far as the Financial question was concerned, 
he was not in a position to make a definite engagement. He did not 
know whether his Government had funds to pay for the deficit. Only 
the American Congress could vote new credits and he could not bind 
his Government. 

It was decided : 


(1) to approve the draft resolution prepared by General Weygand 
and General Sackville-West on the subject of Russian Prisoners of 
War in Germany, (See Appendix spe ; 

(2) to substitute for the words, “d’adresser au Conseil Supréme” 
paragraph IT, Section C, the words, “de faire” and for the words, “de 
préparer la décision”, paragraph III, last line the words, “de 
provoquer au besoin la décision”. 


The American Representative in approving this resolution re- 
marked that so far as a question of a deficit was concerned, he could 
make no engagement without instructions from his Government, 

5. (The Council had before it a report from the Military, Naval 
and Air Representatives at Versailles of the 6th October, 1919, (See 
Interallied Appendix fod -) 
ei In view of the fact that the Supreme War Council 
in Austria were unanimous, 

It was decided: 


to approve the report presented by the Military Naval and Air 
Representatives at Versailles respecting the organization of Commis- 
sions of Control for Austria. 


6. (The Council had before it a note transmitted by the Russian Po- 
litical Conference dated Paris, 6th October, 1919 (See Appendix “G”).) 
M. Cremenceav said that in view of the fact that 


Restoration the Allied and Associated Governments were sending 
War Material war material to Russia, it seemed only logical not to 
Germany refuse their request for war material which had for- 


merly belonged to them. 
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M. Scratosa thought that a difficulty might arise on account of 
Article 169 of the Treaty of Peace with Germany. 

Str Eyre Crowe said that the question was not one of German 
war material which the Allies were’to divide, but concerned Russian 
war material taken by the Germans. 

M. Berruetor said that according to the article 169 of the Treaty 
of Peace with Germany, German war material was to be delivered 
to the Principal Allied and Associated Governments to be distributed 
or destroyed. So far as war material coming from a foreign country 
was concerned, it was to be delivered to these Governments, who 
should decide as to what was to be done with it. The Russians asked 
that the war material should not be destroyed, but given to them. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that the Commissions of Control could be 
directed to settle this question. 

It was decided: 

That the Interallied Commissions of Control created by articles 
203 to 210 of the Treaty of Peace with Germany should direct, if 
they found it possible, that Russian arms, munitions and war ma- 


terial retained by Germany should be delivered to the Russian Armies 
recognized by the Allied and Associated Governments. 


7. (The Council had before it a note from the Italian Delegation 
of the 8th October, 1919, (See Appendix “H”).) 
M. Sctatosa read and commented upon the note 


Insertion in from the Italian Delegation. 

C 0 

a: With Sir Eyre Crowe. asked whether Hungary was to 
an Article cede territory to Italy. 

Artists 38 ot M. Scratoga replied that this was not the case, but 
fase With Hungary had had certain claims to Austrian terri- 


tory. His proposal was intended to regulate the situ- 
ation of Hungarian citizens residing in the territory of the former 
Austro-Hungarian Monarchy ceded to Italy, in the same manner as 
the situation of Austrian citizens residing in these territories had been 
regulated. So far as cessations [cessions?] of territory were concerned, 
the only question at the moment between Italy and Hungary was the 
Cession of the Palais de Venise at Rome. The question could. be 
referred to the Drafting Committee. 

It was decided: 


to refer to the Drafting Committee for report the note from the 
Italian Delegation, asking for the insertion in the Treaty of Peace 
with Hungary of articles equivalent to articles 36 to 45 of the Treaty 
of St. Germain. The Drafting Committee was to be directed to 
submit to the Supreme Council a draft article in this sense. 


8, (The Council had before it a note from the French Delegation of 
the 9th October, 1919, (See Appendix “I”).) 
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-M. Larocun said that the question raised here was one of secondary 
importance, which. had been asked by the Legal| Advisers, who had 
pointed out that no arrangement had been made as 

of Western to the disposal of Western Galicia. The question 
gees could be settled at the same time as that of Eastern 
Galicia. The best method would be to. refer the question to’ the 
Commission on Polish Affairs. 

It: was decided: . 

to refer to the Commission on Polish Affairs for examination and 
report the note from the French Delegation of the 9th October, 1919 
cone) the attribution to Poland of Western Galicia (See appen- 

ix : 

9, Mr. Poxx said that the United States had no Representatives on 
the Commissions of Control, and, for this reason, he was not voting. 


Allowances to He desired, therefore, to withdraw the reservation 
of the Naval’ which he had made at a former meeting of the Council 
and Air 

CO ota (H. D: 66) Ay 

Cb) ontro. ° 

in Germany It was decided: 


that the Presidents of the Naval and Air Commissions of Control in 
Germany, as well as the Presidents of the Sub-Commissions should 
receive the same allowances as the President of the Military Commis- 
sion of Control in Germany and the Presidents of the Military Sub- 
Commissions of Control in Germany. 


10. Mr. Poxx said that M. Misu had informed him on the preceding 
day that, at the request of the British and French Governments, the 
Roumanian Government had despatched large quan- 


rig al ai tities of Russian war material, which were. in Rou- 
in Regard to 5 a7. 38 

Alleged Delivery mania, to General Denikin. — | 

of War ia : ryt ' : 

ete wana Sir Eyre Crows said that he was without informa- 
ae tion as to any such action on the part of the British 


‘Government, but he would inquire of his Government. 

M. CremMeEnceav said that Marshal Foch should be consulted. 

M. Brrtuetor said that M. Bratiano had always refused to give 
arms to General Denikin, because he (M. Bratiano) was supporting 
the Ukrainians. It was therefore, possible that several months before 
and through the intermediary of the French Military Mission in Rou- 
mania a small part of the Russian war material deposited in Rou- 
mania, amounting to about 60,000 rifles, had been sent to Russia. But 
since that time no action of this kind had been taken, as’ M. Bratiano 
had refused to make any deliveries whatsoever. Tegauht s1 

Mr. Potx said that the Roumanians had informed him that the Brit- 
ish and French had asked them to send 60,000 rifles to General Denikin, 
but they had ‘said quite the opposite to the American Minister at 

° Minute 7, p. 511. oe eer eee 
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Bucharest, who was in Paris at the moment. He had raised the ques- 
tion simply to ascertain what had actually occurred. 
(The meeting then adjourned.) 


Horet DE Crinxon, Parts, October 11, 1919. 


Appendix A to HD-68 


[Reply Prepared by Mr. Polk to the Letter of October 4, 1919, From 
. Baron von Lersner| 


Drart 


Sir: I am directed by the Supreme Council to reply to your let- 
ter of October 4,° concerning the membership of the Labor Con- 
ference which will shortly’be held in Washington at the invitation 
of the Government of the United States. 

Owing to the urgency and importance of the questions to be con- 
sidered by the Conference, the Supreme Council is of the opinion 
that the States named in the annex to the Covenant of the League 
of Nations, whether signatories of the Treaty of Peace or neutral 
states, should be privileged to participate in the first meeting of the 
Conference from the outset, in spite of the fact that the League of 
Nations has technically not yet come into being. By direction of the 
Council, I. am communicating this interpretation to my Government 
for its guidance. 

At the same time, the Council is making a recommendation to the 
Organizing Committee of the Labor Conference (within whose com- 
petence the matter lies) that the question of the admission of German 
and Austrian delegates to full participation in the Conference shall 
be considered by the Conference as the first item on its Agenda. 

Please accept, etc., etc, 





Appendix B to HD-68 


Telegram to British Chargé @ Affaires, Bucharest, October 11, 1919 


The Supreme Council to-day decided on following joint commu- 
nication to Roumanian Government. You should concert with your 
colleagues in presentation to Roumanian Government, whether as 
identic or collective note. _ 

Text follows :— 


“Supreme Council have received with great satisfaction the assur- 
ances of the Roumanian Government, reported by Sir George Clerk, 


® Appendix A to HD-67, p. 544. 
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that they have always intended, and still intend, to adhere firmly to 
the Alliance. The Supreme Council never doubted that such was 
the real wish of Roumania, and they are happy to think that the 
Mission of Sir George Clerk has only served to confirm the convic- 
tion they already held. 

The Supreme Council feel however that recent events have once 
more demonstrated the necessity of avoiding, so far as possible, all 
ground for misunderstanding. . Such has been the experience of all 
the Allies during the war, and perfect frankness on even the most 
difficult and delicate points of difference such as are bound to arise 
in the complicated relations and conflicting interests of a group of 
Allies has proved to be the only way to secure harmonious and suc- 
cessful progress. 

The Supreme Council therefore desire to put before their Rou- 
manian Allies their decisions on the three questions which form the 
principal subjects of divergence between Roumania and the Allies 
to-day. These decisions will be expressed quite definitely and frankly, 
but the Supreme Council trust that the Roumanian Government will 
realise that they have been taken, not with any desire to foster other 
interests at the expense of Roumania nor without the most sympa- 
thetic consideration of the Roumanian case, but because the Supreme 
Council firmly believe that they correspond most nearly to the general 
interests of peace and well-being. 

The three points may be entitled: 1. Territorial Frontiers. 2. The 
Minorities Treaty. 3. Hungary. 

_1. After renewing and careful study of the requests made by Mon- 
sieur Bratiano for both banks of the river Maros up to its mouth, for 
Bekes-Csaba, and for a frontier line 20 kilometres outside the Szat- 
mar-Arad railway and of the arguments put forward by Monsieur 
Bratiano in favour of these modifications, the Supreme Council regret 
that they are unable to modify in favour of Roumania their original 
decision taken after the closest examination of all the relevant factors 
and made known as definite to all the parties interested. 

2. The Allied Powers represented on the Supreme Council are 
absolutely united in their determination to uphold the principle 
underlying the Minorities Treaty. They feel that this principle is 
one of the vital elements in removing the causes of further wars and 
they intend to maintain it intact. It underlies the whole spirit which 
has led the world to accept a system of a society of Nations and it 
cannot be abandoned. This principle finds its expression, so far as 
Roumania is concerned, in Article 71 [60?] of the Treaty with Austria 
and in Article 13 of the Draft Treaty respecting minorities submitted 
to the Roumanian Government. 

The Supreme Council feel that possibly these two Articles have 
been misinterpreted in Roumania. In the view of the Supreme Coun- 
cil there is nothing derogatory to the independence of Roumania. 
She is only asked, in common with other states, which like herself 
have, as the result of the war, profoundly altered the extent and 
nature of their dominions, to accept such obligations towards the 


Society of Nations as arise fro bershi : 
she is already pledged. m membership of that body to which 
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But as soon as the Supreme Council learn that the Roumanian 
Government is prepared to sign the Treaty with Austria without 
reservation, they, for their part, will be happy to consider in com- 
mon with Roumania, such modifications of those clauses as affect, 
Roumania individually, as apart from the general principle, in order 
to see whether it is not possible to meet the views of the Roumanian 
Government. The Supreme Council had the advantage, while the 
text of the Minorities Treaty with other Powers was being drafted, 
of the collaboration of representatives of other Powers, to the great 
advantage of both parties. 

Hitherto this collaboration has been denied to them by the Rou- 
manian Government, but the Supreme Council hope that 1f the Rou- 
manian Government will now discuss the clauses with them, an 
equally satisfactory result may be reached. 

Lastly the Supreme Council trust that their Roumanian Allies will 
announce their decision on this point forthwith. It is essential for 
the establishment of conditions of peace and for the renewal and 
restoration of economic life in Europe, that the treaties of peace with 
the enemy powers and the various agreements and arrangements 
arising out of those treaties, should be brought into force at once. 

8. The Hungarian question has two main issues. The first is the 
question of requisitions by the Roumanian Army of Occupation.’ The 

eneral view of the Supreme Council with regard to the action of 
the Roumanian requisitioning for herself, without consultation and 
agreement with her Allies, supplies of material which should, by the 
agreement to which Roumania herself is a party, form part of the 
common reparation stock of the Allies has already been expressed to 
the Roumanian Government.?. The Supreme Council have received 
and considered the Roumanian point of view as expressed by M. 
Bratiano, and it seems to them there is now no difference of opinion 
about the general principle. As regards the application of that 
principle, the Allies propose the following machinery for deciding 
what material shall be definitely allocated to Roumania' and what 
part, or its value, assigned to the common stock. They are despatch- 
ing an Inter-Allied Sub-Commission of the Commission on Repara- 
tion to Buda-Pesth with authority from the Supreme Council to 
investigate and examine all the requisitions that have been made and 
to report on the distribution to be effected between Roumania and 
the Allies. The Supreme Council trusts that the Roumanian Gov- 
ernment will appoint a representative, with full authority to speak 
for them, to act on this Commission. 

There is, however, an aspect of the question, which the Supreme 
Council feel that they cannot ignore. The Supreme Council recog- 
nizes that the Roumanian Government have given orders to confine 
their requisitions to those of railway materials, materials of war and 
supplies to the Army of Occupation. Unfortunately, the Supreme 
Council have in their possession a mass of evidence which leaves no 
room for doubt that the orders of the Roumanian Government to this 
effect are deliberately and continuously disobeyed. They do not 
question the good faith of the Roumanian Government, but on the 


s Appendix A to HD-37, vol. vu, p. 819, 
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other hand, they cannot suffer because the subordinates of that Govern- 
ment do not carry out the orders given to them. The Supreme 
Council accordingly propose that an Inter-Allied Organization, in- 
eluding Roumanian officials, should be established: at. once at: the 
bridges of Szolnok and Czongrad to check and verify the way-bills of 
all trains passing over those two bridges into Roumania. This or- 
ganization should have full powers to open sealed wagons: and to 
remove all goods that have been improperly despatched to Roumania. 
At the same time, the Sub-Commission of the Commission on Repara- 
tion will have authority to receive all complaints already filed by the 
Inter-Allied Commission of Generals, or that may subsequently’ be 
made as to improper requisitions, and the Supreme Council has no 
doubt that the Roumanian Government will, in such cases as are 
definitely established, be prepared to make full reparation. 

The other important point in the Hungarian situation is the estab- 
lishment of a Hungarian Government which can maintain law and 
order, can hold the elections freely and impartially, and can negotiate 
peace with the Allies. The Government, of which M. Friedrich, as 
the titular Minister President of Hungary, is the head, does not, in 
the opinion of the Supreme Council, fulfill the conditions necessary 
to ensure these requirements. The Supreme Council consider that 
M. Friedrich should include in his Government representatives of the 
various political parties in Hungary,'and should he be unwilling or 
unable to do so, the Hungarian people must realize that the Allies 
can only recognize and deal with a Government which fulfills: these 
conditions. The Supreme Council are confident that this is also the 
view of their Roumanian Allies, since it appears that: to them that 
what they desire is as much in the interests of Roumania as of the 
Allies generally. 

Finally, the Supreme Council would be glad to receive ‘assurancés 
that the rifles for the Hungarian police and gendarmerie already 
promised by the Roumanian authorities in B. P. to the Mission of 
Allied Generals, will be immediately delivered ‘and that the Rou- 
manian forces will at once evacuate the country.. They know that 
Roumania herself wishes to be relieved of this heavy charge upon her 
resources, and they consider that the burden which it! also lays upon 
the impoverished State’ of Hungary should, in the interests of the 
Allies generally, be lifted as soon as possible.[”’] it 08 
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Draft Telegram to Monsieur Friedrich, Budapest, by Wireless 


OctosEr 1919. 

On August 18th last the Allied and: Associated Powers informed 
the Archduke Joseph,® through the Mission of Inter-Allied Generals 
at Buda-Pest, that they could not recognise nor make terms of peace 
with a Government which did not represent the country. On receipt of 


* Appendix C to HD-82, vol. vit, p. 709. 
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this intimation the Archduke Joseph resigned his position as head 
of the Hungarian State. But the Government which represented 
him and his views remained in Office. The Allies have waited in the 
hope that that Government, recognising its inability to meet the con- 
ditions required by the Allied and Associated Powers, would either 
arrange itself so as to include representatives of all parties in Hun- 
gary, or would withdraw from Office and leave the way open for a 
Government more in consonance with the requirements of the Allied 
and Associated Powers. . 

As there are no signs of such action on your part and as it is vital 
to the existence of Hungary that she should as soon as possible, have 
a Government capable, in the view of the Allied and Associated Pow- 
ers, of maintaining law and order, of holding free and impartial elec- 
tions within the territorial limits assigned to Hungary by the Peace 
Conference, and of concluding peace with the Allies, the Allied and 
Associated Powers are constrained to invite you either to combine 
with all the other parties in Hungary to form a representative Gov- 
ernment, whose constitution will be a guarantee of its ability to satisfy 
the conditions of the Allied and Associated Powers or to withdraw 
from Office and to allow some other Statesmen to undertake the task. 

The Allied and Associated Powers will be glad to receive your reply 
within 3 days. 





Appendix D to HD-67 [68] 
SEPTEMBER 26, 1919. 


From: The Delegates of Bessarabia. 
To: The President of the Peace Conference. 

In the official statement of the organ of the Rumanian Government 
in Bessarabia, the Cassa Nostra, published in the newspapers of Kish- 
inev of August 10, 1919, the Bessarabian land proprietors are informed 
that a time limit of one month has been fixed to obtain their subjection 
to Rumania, as well as to name charges d’affaires to replace them to 
assist in the work of the Commission on the expropriation of their 
lands. 

The Bessarabian Delegation has already once before protested on 
this subject before the Peace Conference on April 15, 1919. 

The Russian Political Conference addressed on April 20, 1919, a 
memorandum on this subject to the Peace Conference. 

At the present moment we are forced to make another plea to the 
Peace Conference in the hope of obtaining its support in the just cause 
which we are defending. 


510124—46—-VOL. VIII 38 
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It is to be observed that the official statement, a translation 
of which is attached, clearly indicates that, those proprietors who 
accept Rumanian subjection will be treated differently from. those 
who refuse. The difference will evidently be in favor of those pro- 
prietors who bow to the desires of the Rumanian Government. 

Speaking in the name of all our mandatories, we consider the 
exactions of the Rumanian Government as tending to force the pro- 
prietors in Bessarabia to swear oath of allegiance to the King of 
Rumania, as an act profoundly unjust and outraging their dignity of 
citizens of a country which does not form part of the Kingdom of 
Rumania. It is also an outrage to international law as well as to the 
respect due to the decisions of the Peace Conference which has, not 
accorded to Rumania the possession of this Russian province. 

The regime established by the Rumanian Government in Bessarabia 
is truly intolerable for the population, and if the Peace Conference 
does not raise its voice against the Rumanian abuses of power in the 
name of justice and with the authority that it alone possesses, bloody 
uprisings in the Bessarabian population will be inevitable. 

In defiance of all justice and rights of peoples, the Rumanian Gov- 
ernment forces all the population, under the penalty of heavy fines, 
to take part,in the parliamentary elections of Rumania, that is to say 
of a country which, until today, was foreign to her. 

Through you, M. President, we ask the Peace Conference to con- 
demn the illegal and unjust acts of the Rumanian Government and to 
declare them as such before the civilized world. 


Delegates of Bessarabia 
ALEXANDRE N. Kronrensky 
ALEXANDRE Cu. Scuomipt 


[Enclosure] 


JOURNAL “BESSARABIA” 


Avcusr 10, 1919. 
The Cassa Nostra informs the landed proprietors abroad that a time 
limit of one month, dating from the day of the present notice, is ac- 
corded them in order to make a request to obtain Rumanian subjec- 
tion and in order to name chargés d’affaires duly qualified to repre- 
sent them during the course of the work of, the Commission on Land 
expropriation if they cannot come in person. 
In case neither the proprietor nor the chargé d’affaires is present, 
the expropriation will take place in their absence. 
The present notice shall be the last invitation. 
Director (Signed) 
Secretary (Signed) 
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N. B. Without speaking of the juridical nullity of this order, it can 
have no value, not even formal, for the sending of Bessarabian news- 
papers abroad is prohibited and in order that Bessarabians living 
abroad be informed, it would be necessary that a like notice be printed 
in all the large foreign newspapers, as the majority of the landed 
proprietors of Bessarabia were forced to leave their native country 
and take refuge abroad. 
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Draft Resolution on Russian Prisoners of War in Germany Prepared 
by General Weygand and. General Sackville-West 


[ This appendix does not accompany the minutes in the Department 
files. | 
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SUPREME WAR COUNCIL 
MILITARY, NAVAL AND AIR EEPRESENTATIVES 


Annexure A to S. W. C. 471 
Copy No. 59 


S. W. C, 472 


VERSAILLES, 6 October, 1919. 


Report With Regard to the Organization of the Commissions of 
Control for Austria 


The Supreme Inter-Allied War Council in its Meeting of 25th Sep- 
tember, 1919,1° passed the following Resolution :— 


“Tt is decided that the Permanent Military Representatives at Ver- 
sailles be directed to draw up in conjunction with the Naval and Air 
Representatives of the Principal Allied and Associated Powers, a de- 
tailed Scheme with regard to the Military, Naval and Aeronautical 
Inter-Allied Commissions of Control, charged with the supervision of 
the execution by Austria of the Military Naval and Air Clauses of the 
Treaty of Peace.” 


In consequence, the Military, Naval and Air Representatives of the 
Five Principal Allied and Associated Powers in the Joint meeting held 
at Versailles on October 6th, 1919, after consideration of the question, 
have agreed to draw up the attached Draft Organisation of the 
Inter-Allied Commissions of Control provided for in Articles 149-158 
of the Treaty of Peace with Austria. 


” HD-60, minute 5, p. 341. 
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Gat Bean K. C. B., K. C. M. G. 
Military Representative, 
French Section, Supreme 

War Council 

La VavassEUR 
Captain, 

French Naval Representative 

Dovat, 

General, 
French Air Representatwe 

Ueo CavaALLERO 
Military Representative 
Italian Section, Supreme 

War Couneil 

Grasst 
Admiral, 

Italian Naval Representative 

OrstnqI, 

Admiral, 
Italian Air Representative 
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C. SackvitLe-WeEsr 
Major General, 
Military Representative, 
British Section, Supreme War 
Council 
C. T. M. Fourier 
Captain, R. N., . 
British Naval Representative 
P. R. C. Grovzs 
Brig-General, 
British Air Representative 
Tasker H. Briss 
Military Representative, 
American Section, Supreme 
War Couneil 
McCutty 
Rear-Admiral, 
American Naval Representative 
A. Lipprncorr 
Colonel, 
Amraiedn Air Representative 


Sato OsMUNI WarTANABI 
General, Captain, General, 
Japanese Military Japanese Naval Japanese Air Rep- 
Representative Representative resentative 
[Enclosure] 


SUPREME WAR COUNCIL 


MILITARY, NAVAL AND AIR REPRESENTATIVES 


S. W. C. 472 


VersartLes, 6 October, 1919. 


Organisation of the Inter-Allied Commissions of Control Provided 
For in Articles 149-158 of the Treaty of Peace With Austria 


GENERAL 


Article 1 


3 Inter-Allied Commissions of Control shall be established: 


A military Inter-Allied Commission of Control; 
A Naval Inter-Allied Commission of Control ; 
An Aeronautical Inter-Allied Commission of ‘Control. 
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They shall’ represent with the Austrian Government the Principal 
Allied and Associated Powers in everything that concerns the carrying 
out of the Military, Naval and Aeronautical Clauses (Article 149) 
respectively. 

These Commissions shall enter on their duties on the coming into 
force of the Treaty of Peace. 


Article 2 


The Military Inter-Allied Commission of Control shall be charged 
with supervising the execution of the Military Clauses (Article 149) 
and particularly with carrying out the stipulations contained in Article 
153. 

It will be presided over by an Italian General.* 


Article 3 


The Naval Inter-Allied Commission of Control shall be charged with 
the supervision of the execution of the Naval Clauses (article 149) 
and particularly with carrying out the stipulations contained, in 
Article 154. 

The Naval Inter-Allied Commission shall be presided over by an 
Italian Admiral. 


Article 4 


The Aeronautical Inter-Allied Commission of Control shall be 
charged with the supervision of the execution of the Air Clauses (Ar- 
ticle 149), and particularly with the carrying out of the stipulations 
in Article 155. 

The Aeronautical Inter-Allied Commission of Control shall be pre- 
sided over by a French General. 


Article 6 


The General Officers and the Admiral mentioned in Articles 2, 3 
and 4 shall each of them attach to the two others a Permanent Rep- 
resentative (assisted if necessary by other officers), charged with en- 
suring liaison between them. 


*In view of the capital importance of this Commission, the Military Rep- 
resentatives are of opinion that its President should be a General Officer chosen 
for his Military standing and reputation, as well as his energy and activity. 
It is advisable that he should be selected from among the General Officers holding 
‘at least the rank of Commander of an Army Corps. [Footnote in the original. ] 
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Article 6 


The Powers of each of the Inter-Allied Commissions of control are 
defined in Articles 149-155 of the Treaty of Peace. 


Article 7 


The General Clauses (Articles 156-158 of the Treaty of Peace) shall 
be under the Supervision, in so far as each of them is concerned, of 
the Presidents of the Military, Naval and Air Inter-Allied Commis- 
sion[s] of Control. 


EXPENSES OF THE INTER-ALLIED CoMMISSIONS OF CONTROL 


Article 8 


The Maintenance and Expenses of the Commissions of Control 
and their working expenses are chargeable to Austria in accordance 
with Article 152 of the Treaty of Peace. 

These expenses shall be paid direct through the Presidents of the 
Commissions to the parties concerned, by the Allied and Associated 
Governments, who shall obtain repayment of such expenses from the 
Austrian Government.* 


Article 9 


The Austrian Government will be notified of the accommodation 
required for the Inter-Allied Commissions of Control, and of the 
duty incumbent upon it of providing such accommodation in accord- 
ance with Article 151 (paragraph 1) of the Treaty of Peace. 


Article 10 


The Officers and Men forming part of the Military, Naval and 
Aeronautical Inter-Allied Commissions of Control, shall receive Fi- 
nancial assistance which shall be identical to that fixed for the cor- 
responding Commissions in the case of Germany. 

The question of the Transport in Austria of the Inter-Allied Com- 
missions of Control (Military, Naval and Aeronautical) as well as 
that of their accommodation, and of the provision of their supplies 


* The American Representatives made the following Reservation with regard 
to this Article :— 


“Before the United States can adopt the proposed procedure, Legislative action 
by Congress will be necessary”. [Footnote in the original.] 
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during their stay in this country shall be regulated and co-ordinated 
by the Staff of General Diaz. 

The amount of the allowances to be arranged for in these Condi- 
tions ought to be a generous one and ought to be chargeable to the 
first payment to be made by Austria. It is in the general interest 
to reduce [the amount of allowances?] as far as possible in [by?] 
attaching to the Inter-Allied Commissions of Control no more than 
the absolutely indispensable number of officers. 


DurRaATION OF THE ACTIVITIES OF THE INTER-ALLIED COMMISSIONS OF 
ContTROL 


Article 11 


The Duration of the Activities of each Commission shall be lim- 
ited to the complete execution of the Military, Naval and Air Clauses 
under its supervision, in the time limit fixed by the Treaty of Peace. 

In case the execution of these clauses be not completed within the 
period fixed, this fact will be reported by the Commission concerned 
to the Governments of the Principal Allied and Associated Powers, 
who will decide on the measures to be adopted. 

Until a decision is reached, the Commission will continue to super- 
vise the execution of the particular clause in question. 


ORGANIZATION OF THE Miuirary Intrr- ALLIED COMMISSION OF CONTROL 
Article 12 


The General Officer presiding over the Military Inter-Allied Com- 
mission of Control shall be assisted by a Staff which shall include offi- 
cers of each of the armies of the Principal Allied and Associated 
Powers. 

He shall, moreover, be assisted by the necessary technical personnel 
(legal, financial, etc.). 

The Commission shall sit at Vienna. 


Article 13 


The Military Inter-Allied Commission of Control shall include 2 
sub-Commissions :— 


(a) A Sub-Commission for Munitions, Armament, Material and 
Fortifications; 

(6) A Sub-Commission for Establishments, Recruiting and Mili- 
tary Training. 
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Sus-ComMission ror Munitions, ARMAMENT MaTErRIAL AND 
FortTIFICATIONS 


Article 14 


This Sub-Commission shall include in its duties the supervision of 
the execution of Articles 129-135 and Table a of the Military Clauses 
of the Treaty of Peace. 

It shall be presided over by an Italian General, assisted by Officers of 
the various Allied and Associated Armies: 

It shall sit at Vienna. ; 

The total number of Officers necessary for this Sub-Commission 
shall be decided by the President. 

This Sub-Commission shall be represented by Officers at Gritz, 
Linz, Innsbruck, and other places which may be considered necessary. 


Sus-ComMMIssion FoR EstaBLIsHMENTS, Recrurtine AND Mirrrary 
INsTRUCTION 


Article 15 


This Sub-Commission shall include in its duties the execution of 
Articles 118-128 and Tables I, Il, III and IV of the Military Clauses 
of the Treaty of Peace. It shall be presided over by a French 
General assisted by Officers of the various Allied and Associated 
Armies; it shall sit at Vienna. 

The total number of Officers necessary for this Sub-Commission 
shall be decided by the President. 

This Sub-Commission shall be represented by Officers at Griitz, 
Linz, Innsbruck, and other places which may be considered necessary. 


Article 16 


The number of Officers who are to form part of the Military 
Inter-Allied Commission of Control might be fixed, in principle, on 
the following proportion :— 


The United States of America...... 4/20. 
France one. TOS Peo OF OY. 2; 4/20. 
Greatio Britain. godieltiae). beilit. tetas 4/20, 
Ttalystyal. finery.» Naval. nd 8 bree 6/20 
JA DAD ict: iva + ok sii dee eR eis 2/20. 


ORGANIZATION OF THE Navau Inrer-ALLIED Commission or Contror 
Article 17 


The Naval Inter-Allied Commission of Control, which is charged 
with the supervision of the execution of the Naval Clauses of the 
Treaty of Peace, will consist of :— 
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The Main Commission with necessary Staff, with headquarters in 
Vienna :-— } , 

A Sub-Commission to deal with the questions contained in 
Article 20. 


Article 18 


The Main Commission shall be presided over by an Ttalian Ad- 
miral, and shall be composed of an Admiral or other Senior Officer 
of each of the other principal Allied and Associated Powers. 


Article 19 


The Sub-Commission shall be composed of 4 Senior Naval: Officers 
of the Principal Allied and Associated Powers, (with the exception 
of Japan), and an Italian Interpreter. a] 

It shall be presided over by a French Captain. 

The Sub-Commission, moreover, shall be entitled to consult the 
technical Experts of the Principal Allied and Associated Powers if 
the presence of the latter is considered necessary by the Commission. 


Article 20™ 


The Sub-Commission shall be concerned with :— 


(1) The destruction of ships under construction ; 
(2) The surrender of stocks of munitions and Naval War Mate- 
rial, in accordance with Article 142 of the Treaty of Peace. 


ORGANIZATION OF THE AERONAUTICAL INTER-ALLIED COMMISSION 
oF CONTROL 


Article 21 


The Aeronautical Inter-Allied Commission of Control charged with 
the supervision of the carrying out of the Air Clauses of the Treaty 
of Peace shall be composed as follows :-— 

A Main Commission with staff which shall sit at Vienna. 


A Sub-Commission for Production. 
A Sub-Commission for Military and Naval Aeronautics. 


Article 22 


The Main Commission shall be presided over by a French General 
and shall be composed of a General or Senior Officer of each of the 
other Principal Allied and Associated Powers. 


1 Articles 18 and 20 haye been amended in accordance with a memorandum 
issued by the Supreme War Council on October 11, 1919. 
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Article 23 


The Sub-Commission for Production shall supervise in particular 
the execution of the clauses contained in Article 147. 

It shall be presided over by a British Colonel, and shall sit at 
Vienna. 

The total number of Officers necessary for this Sub-Commission 
shall be decided by the President. 


Article 24 


The Sub-Commission for Military and Naval Aeronautics shall 
supervise in so far as each of these branches is concerned, the carry- 
ing out of the clauses other than those contained’ in Article 147. 
It shall be presided over by an Italian Colonel and shall sit at 
Vienna. 


Article 25 


The proportion of Officers to sit on the Aeronautical Inter-Allied 
Commission of Control shall be the same as that fixed in Article 16. 


Appendix G to HD-68 
[Note Transmitted by the Russian Political Conference] 


Paris, October 6, 1919. 
(From the Russian Embassy) 


In addition to the considerations exposed in its memorandum of 
August the 20th and September 27th, concerning the supplying of 
General Youdenitch’s Army, the Russian Embassy has the honor to 
inform the Government of the United States that it appears from 
the last information that there are actually certain stocks of war 
material, of Russian origin, at the arsenals of Koenigsberg and 
Graudentz; these stocks contain several hundred cannons, 400,000 
rifles, the correspondent quantity of shells and cartridges, a certain 
number of military camions and so on. 

The Russian Embassy, transmitting this information to the 
United States Government hopes that these data will be taken into 
consideration and will contribute to give a ‘satisfactory solution to 
the request exposed in the above mentioned memorandum. 


To the United States Delegation 
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Appendix H to HD-68 
ITALIAN DELEGATION 
TO THE 
PEACE CONFERENCE 
HOTEL EDOUARD VII 


No. 744 Parts, October 6, 1919. 
From: Scialoja. 
To: President Clemenceau. 


In the third part of the Treaty concluded at St. Germain on Sep- 
tember 10 between the Allied and Associated Powers and Austria 
there is a Section relative to Italy (Articles 36-45). 

That section contains: 

(a) the renunciation of Austria, as far as she is concerned, to her 
rights over the territories of the former double Monarchy, recog- 
nized as constituting a part of Italy by the said Treaty or by any 
other Treaties concluded with a view to regulating the present af- 

airs. 

(b) the solution of certain particular questions in connection with 
people of war which existed ataiadials and the double Mon- 
archy. 


Considering that from an international point of view the Austrian 
Empire and the Hungarian Kingdom constituted a single power, 
with which the Allied and Associated Powers were at war, it is 
desirable that a renunciation corresponding to that which was made 
by Austria, be also made by Hungary as far as she may be interested. 
This appears especially useful in view of the pretentions which Hun- 
gary has never abandoned over certain parts of the Austrian terri- 
tory in the true sense of the word. 

Furthermore, nearly all the particular questions resolved in the sec- 
tion concerning Italy are also applicable in their relations with 
Hungary. For instance, the declaration that no sum shall be due by 
Italy by reason of her entry into possession of the palace of Venice at 
Rome must be valid also as far as Hungary is concerned, as long as 
this estate was a part of the common dominial property of the double 
Monarchy. 

In the same way the annulment of the judgments rendered against 
Italian nationals for political offenses by the judiciary authorities of 
the former Monarchy, ought to be pronounced also in so far as Hungary 
is concerned. 

The plan to have Hungary recognize Italian sovereignty over the 
territories which Italy requires [acquires?], and to apply in the case of 
Hungary the special clauses of Section I of Part III of the Treaty of 
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St. Germain, could be easily attained by introducing in the Treaty 
project with Hungary a provision conceived in the following terms: 

“Hungary renounces, in all that concerns her, in favor of Italy, all 
rights and titles over territories of the former Austro-Hungarian 
Monarchy recognized as being part of Italy by the Peace Treaty 
concluded on September 10, 1919, between the Allied and Associated 
Powers and Austria or by any other Treaties concluded with a view to 
regulating the present affairs. _ . 

Are appihicalile, in their relations with Hungary and with Hungar- 
ian nationals, the provisions of Section I of Part III of the said 
Treaty of September 10, 1919, in.so far as they may interest her.” 


Consequently, I have the honor to beg you in this instance, to kindly 
place on the order of the day of an early session of the Supreme Coun- 
cil, the proposition of having the above clause inserted in the Treaty 
with Hungary. 

ScraLosa 
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FRENCH DELEGATION 


Parts, October 9, 1919. 
Note 


ATTRIBUTION OF WESTERN GALICIA TO PoLAND 


By virtue of Article 91 of the Peace Treaty with Austria, that 
Power ceded to the Principal Allied and Associated Powers those 
of her territories which were not specially attributed. Among the 
territories thus ceded to the Principal Allied and Associated Powers 
is Galicia. 

Until now the Principal Allied and Associated Powers have not yet 
disposed of that province. As regards Eastern Galicia, the draft of 
a treaty with Poland is being studied, but its drafting depends on the 
decision which the Supreme Council shall take on the point of whether 
Eastern Galicia shall be attributed to Poland provisionally or finally. 

Nothing has been done concerning Western Galicia, the attribution 
of which to Poland is however contested by no one. 

There results from it: 


1.—That at present Polish sovereignty is recognized over the terri- 
tories ceded by Germany to Poland; (Treaty of June 29 [28]). 

2.—That it is going to be recognized over the former Russian terri- 
tories, by virtue of the draft of the treaty between the Principal Allied 
and Associated Powers and Poland which is now being prepared by 
the Drafting Committee in conformity with the decisions of the 
Supreme Council. 
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3.—That the sovereignty of Poland over Eastern Galicia shall be 
the subject of a special treaty ; 
4.—That nothing has been provided for Western Galicia. 


It would be advisable, however, to put an end, as soon as possible, 
to that state of affairs, as far as this last region is concerned, which is 
unquestionably the one whose character is the most exclusively Polish. 

The French delegation considers that the Supreme. Council. should 
come to a decision in that respect as soon as possible. 

Several solutions could be considered: 


1.—Unite the attribution of Western Galicia with that of Eastern 
Galicia, that is to say to make it the subject of a single treaty in which 
it shall be specified that the Western part is ceded in full sovereignty, 
without any conditions, while the Eastern part is subjected to certain 
conditions. 

2.—To make it the subject of a special treaty. 

38.—To take advantage of the separate treaty with Poland for the 
attribution of the former Russian territories, to add to it an article 
relative to the attribution of Eastern [Western?] Galicia to Poland. 


It would seem preferable to adopt this last solution in order to 
leave its special character to the question of Western [Hastern?] 
Galicia. 
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1. M. Picuon said that he had just received a note from the British 
Delegation asking if there were any objections to the publication of 
the Treaty of Peace with Austria, as well as the other 


Publication of 


the Diplomatic diplomatic instruments signed at St. Germain. So 
struments ° . 

Signed at far as he was concerned, there was no objection. 

St. Germain 


Mr. Po.x asked what had been decided in regard 
to the publication of the first draft of the Treaty of Peace with 
Germany. 

M. Picnon said that it had been decided that there was no objection 
to its publication. 

(It was decided: 


that the Council had no objection to the publication of the Treaty 
of Peace with Austria, as well as the other diplomatic instruments 
which were signed at St. Germain.) 


2. Mr. Pox said he wished to make two remarks in regard to the 
minutes of the meeting of the 10th October (H. D. 67). According 
to the text which he had before him, he had said on page 15 (English 

text) ,' that he thought that it was important that the 


Correction of blockade preventing the shipment of arms to Hungary 
eee este ot had been [should not be?] removed. He had not 
(ips) "** ~—s spoken of Hungary, but. of Roumania, and had not 


spoken of arms but of supplies of all kinds. He de- 
sired that it should be mentioned in the minutes of the meeting that 
M. Clemenceau had expressed agreement. In the minutes of the same 
meeting the Council had decided (Page 16, English text)? that the 
Roumanian representative on the Subcommittee to be sent to Budapest 
for determining the reparations value of material removed by the 
Roumanians should sit in a deliberative capacity. He had wished to 
give them only a consultative capacity. 

M. Lovucueour said that he had insisted on the word “deliberative”. 

Sir Eyre Crowe asked what was the difference between the two ex- 
pressions. 

M. Lovcuevr said that if one said “consultative” that excluded the 
right of vote, whereas the expression “deliberative voice” implied the 
right of vote. In the beginning he had favored giving the Rou- 
manians a consultative voice, but Sir Eyre Crowe had said that this 
means of procedure would be offensive to the Roumanians as it seemed 
to place them before an Allied tribunal. He had recognized the 
justice of this argument and had then advocated the idea of a con- 
sultative [deliberative?] voice. The question should be examined 
again. He, himself, was strongly in favor of the solution which had 
been adopted at the meeting of the 10th October, as otherwise the 


+ Minute 7, pp. 539, 542. 
? Minute 8, p. 543. 
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Roumanians would be given new grounds for grievance against the 
Allies. He wished. to add that he saw no inconvenience in giving 
the Roumanians a deliberative -voice. They would have one voice 
against four. If their demands were unjustified they would be in 
the minority. 

Mr. Porx asked whether the Hungarians would also have ‘a delib- 
erative voice. He wished to know too what was the position of the 
Czecho-Slovaks. 

M. Lovucueur said that the Hungarians would not have a delibera- 
tive voice in the Reparation Commission any more than did’ the Rou- 
manians [Germans?] and Austrians. That was specified in the Treaty 
of Peace. On the other hand, the Czecho-Slovaks, Jugo-Slavs, Poles 
and Roumanians were given a voice, The Treaty of Peace provided 
that a representative of these four Nations and of Greece should in 
turn sit for a year with a deliberative voice. 

Mr. Porx asked whether Sir George Clerk had discussed the sub- 
ject before the Council. 

Sir Eyre Crows said that he had. 

M. Loucneur said that Sir George Clerk was present when he had 
formulated his proposal, which resulted from the very conclusions of 
Sir George Clerk’s report. a 

Mr. Potx asked whether it would not be possible to put the Poles, 
Jugo-Slavs and the Czecho-Slovaks on the same footing as the 
Roumanians. 

M. Loucueovr replied that it would be possible to draft a new text 
which would put these four Powers on the same footing and give all 
of them a deliberative voice in the Subcommittee at Budapest for 
the questions in which they were interested. He could agree with 
Colonel Logan upon the text of a draft which would define the func- 
tions of the Subcommittee. 

(It was decided : 


to take note of the corrections in the minutes of the meeting of 
the 10th October, (H. D. 67) in accordance with Mr. Polk’s remarks.) 


(It was further decided : 
(This resolution will be issued at a future date.).)* 


*The resolution issued later reads as follows: “It was further decided that 
M. Loucheur and Colonel Logan should be requested to alter the text of the 
resolution of the 10th October, respecting the despatch to Budapest of a Sub- 
Committee under the organization committee of the Reparation Commission. 
in such a manner as to provide that representatives of Poland, Czecho-Slovakia, 
the Serb-Croat-Slovene State on this Sub-Committee, should be placed on an 
canal fooling woah Ke aemevee representative. The text as altered should 

e@ approve y the British and Italian Delegation.” i 
Ceinaneorea g, (Paris Peace Conf. 
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3. M. Pronon said that he had not been present at the last meeting 

of the Council. If he had correctly. understood the notes of the 

meeting, the Council had accepted the draft note to 

eee ete te M. Friedrich,‘ with the reservation that Mr. Polk 
would suggest modifications. 

Mr. Pork said that he had had a conversation with Sir Geaed Clerk 
and he could suggest certain changes in the text, but he did not believe 
that that was essential. The important point was whether the Amer- 
ican Delegation were convinced that the Council were not making a 
mistake in addressing the note to M. Friedrich. It was always a del1- 
cate matter to intervene in the internal affairs of a country, particu- 
larly by transmitting a written document. He would greatly prefer 
that a special representative of the Supreme Council, authorized to 
enter into relations with the Hungarian political parties, should be 
sent to Budapest. The instructions given this representative should 
be identical with those contained in the draft note to M. Friedrich, 

Sm Eyre Crows said that he recognized the weight of Mr. Polk’s 
argument. He had thought the same thing and had proposed that the 
Allied Generals at Budapest be charged to take the action proposed. 
If it was thought that the Generals, on account of their relations with 
M. Friedrich, were not qualified to take this action, it would be possi- 
ble to send a special representative of the Council. It was of great 
importance that Hungarian opinion should know of the steps which 
the Entente were taking. If a means of making the matter public were 
found other than by transmitting a note by wireless telegraph, he had 
no objection to the despatch of a special representative of the Supreme 
Council. 

M. Scraxosa said that he agreed. 

M. Picuon said that if the Council should decide to acid a repre- 
sentative to Budapest, Sir George Clerk would appear to be the person 
to send. 

Sir Eyre Crows said that Sir George Clerk had left on Saturday for 
London, but he had spoken with him and it would be possible for Sir 
George Clerk to return in two days’ time. 

M. Picuon said that he thought there would be no inconvenience in 
awaiting Sir George Clerk’s return. 

Sir Eyre Crows said that if the Council decided to send Sir George 
Clerk it was important that the Allied Generals at Budapest should 
be notified, in order that they should be aware of the fact that Sir 
George Clerk was charged by the Supreme Council with carrying out 
a special mission. 


* Appendix C to HD-68, p. 586. 
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(It was decided : 


that the Supreme Council, instead of transmitting a Note to M. 
Friedrich, should send a representative. 


It was also decided : 
that, upon the appointment of a representative, the Allied Generals 
at Budapest should be notified of his mission. ) 


4. Sir Eyre Crows said that before the Council passed on to another 
subject, he had a point to raise. He wished to ask what had been 
decided on the question of the publication of the Note 


ees = of the Allied and Associated Governments to the Rou- 
Roumanian manian Government.? The Joint Secretariat had 
Government 


thought that the Council had decided to publish the 
Note after it had reached the Roumanian Government. He had not 
understood this to be the case and he thought that M. Clemenceau 
had been of the opinion that the note should not be published. 

Mr. Potx said he thought that the Council had decided to publish 
the Note after its receipt by the Roumanian Government. 

M. pe St. QueNTIN said the resolution was worded as follows: 

“Tt was further decided to publish the text of the Note after it had 
been transmitted to the Roumanian Government.” (H.D. 68, Minute 
2, page 4, English Text.)° 

Sir Eyre Crows said that he proposed that the Note should not be 
published until the Supreme Council had taken a new decision on 
the subject. 

-(It was decided: 

that the Note of the Supreme Council to the Roumanian Govern- 


ment should not be published without a special decision of the Supreme 
Council.) 


5. Str Eyre Crowe said that the Council were aware of the fact that 
the British Government believed that to avoid the inconvenience of 
an excessive subdivision of military contingents and 


Aited Troops the resulting difficulties of provisionment, it would 
oer ate appear more convenient that the Interallied zones of 


occupation, provided for in the Treaty of Peace, should 
be divided between the Powers in such a way that each zone should 
be occupied by the troops of a single power. It was objected to on 
the French side, that it was important to emphasize the Interallied 
character of the occupation and the collective responsibility of the 
occupying powers. When the question had last been discussed by 
the Supreme Council,’ he had recalled a suggestion made by Mr. Bal- 


5 Appendix B to HD-68, p. 583. 
* Ante, p. 578. 
7 HD-58, minute 2, p. 300. - BOE SS eae are ee 
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four to the effect that the preponderance in a particular zone should 
be given to a particular army, but that small detachments from other 
armies could be added in order to assure the Inter-Allied character to 
the occupation. He had conveyed this suggestion to London, but the 
British Government did not agree with the first suggestion although 
they were prepared to accept the second. If this system were adopted, 
it would be necessary for the Council to agree as to the distribution 
among the various Allied armies before requesting Marshal Foch to 
regulate the practical details of application. 

MarsHat Focu said that there was a question of principle to be 
considered. He was thinking of the question of the occupation of 
Upper Silesia. The Treaty of Peace provided that the plebiscite 
in Upper Silesia should take place under the guarantee of occupa- 
tion by the troops of the Allied and Associated Powers. ‘These troops 
would not be equally divided and one Power would assume command 
in Upper Silesia. It was necessary for the Governments to inform 
him, whether they desired an Allied solution, or, what he called, a 
solution of a single Power. If the spirit of the Treaty of Peace were 
to be carried out by all the Powers, it was necessary that all partici- 
pate in its execution; if not, it was not a Treaty of the Principal 
Allied and Associated Powers, but the Treaty of one Power. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that the remarks made by Marshal Foch 
were leading the discussion in another direction. He should remem- 
ber that the British Government had accepted a compromise which 
was to leave in one particular zone an army, which should have a 
preponderance, but that there should also be representation of the 
other armies. As long as the occupation were Inter-Allied, the prin- 
ciple would be safeguarded. He wished to remark that there would 
have to be one Commander of the troops of occupation in each zone, 
and this Commander would be in charge. The argument, that if one 
recognized the preponderance of one Army, that Army was given 
the supreme power, did not seem to him exact. The compromise 
guaranteed a division of responsibility. 

Marsnat Focu said that before accepting a compromise he would 
have to know what it was. What the proposition contemplated was 
he did not know. For the moment he knew nothing but the Treaty 
of Peace, which had to be applied immediately, if it were not to break 
down. It had been decided that Upper Silesia should be occupied 
by two divisions,® one division being sent first. The Versailles Coun- 
cil, on the basis of a decision by the Supreme Council, had drawn 
up the composition of this division, in determining the minimum 
which each Allied Army should furnish. To that he agreed. He 
wished to insist upon the urgency of the matter, and upon the fact, 
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that, at the present time, the only document upon which he had to 
act was the draft of the Versailles Council. He wished to add, that, 
if the territories to be occupied and the conditions under which the 
occupation were to take place, were considered, the charges of occu- 
pation were unequal, It had been thought advisable to send two 
divisions to Upper Silesia for a fixed period; elsewhere occupations 
could be made with much smaller forces. Was Danzig to be occu- 
pied and for how long? He did not know. In any case it was a 
question of a small force. The same applied to Memel. There was 
a question of unequal charges for an unequal period of occupation. 

Sir Eyre Crows said that he recognized the force of Marshal Foch’s 
arguments. It was a fact that the only text which Marshal Foch had 
was the Versailles draft. It was to be regretted that Marshal Foch 
had not been present at the last meeting of the Council where the 
question had been discussed. At that time he had said that the 
British Government did not accept the draft prepared by the Military 
Representatives at Versailles. In the course of the same meeting there 
was a question of a suggestion made by Mr. Balfour on the 8th Au- 
gust.° He (Sir Eyre, Crowe) thought that the French Representa- 
tives agreed in principle with this suggestion. He had informed his 
Government, which had agreed to the compromise. The entire ques- 
tion could not be brought up again today. ; 

M. Picuon said that this was not quite what had occurred. He had 
before him the notes of the meeting of the 22nd September (H. D. 58). 
The Council had admitted the general principle that in a fixed zone one 
power could have a larger number of troops than the other Powers, 
but they had not admitted that the units to represent the other Allies 
could be very small.. The whole subject was dominated by the Polit- 
ical, question. Inter-Allied occupation proved that the Allies were 
in agreement as to guaranteeing the execution of the Treaty of Peace. 
The French Delegation did not desiré to see a situation raised, such 
as had arisen in Bulgaria. 

Sir Eyre Crows said he thought there had:been a misunderstanding. 
M. Pichon had again expressed the French point: of view. He knew 
that point of view. On the other hand he wished to recall that on the 
22nd, September, when they had alluded to Mr. Balfour’s suggestion, 
a French Representative, he thought that it was General Le Rond, had 
said that by this means it would be possible to arrive at a solution 
similar to that which the French Delegation advocated. It was this 
proposal which he had submitted to London and it was that proposal 
which he was in a position to accept. 

Marsuau Focu said that he desired to place the question on its true 
ground. Upper Silesia was to be occupied at once; that was to say 
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in fifteen days after the Treaty of Peace went into force. He asked 
what was the contingent of each of the Allies in this occupation; as 
for the rest, he wished to remark, that the Treaty of Peace did not 
provide for the occupation of Danzig any more than it did for that 
of Allenstein and Marienwerder. If there were not a firm occupation, 
the Treaty would become useless. It was a definite question, and there 
were three questions which arose, if one wished to ask them. He 
wished to propose that a special meeting, for the regulation of these 
problems, be called, where the matter should be treated both from a 
political and from a military point of view. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that he wished to state that the Military Ex- 
perts had asked for one division for Upper Silesia and not for two. In 
any event, the despatch of the second division remained uncertain. 
They had thought that the occupation of the other regions where 
plebiscites were to take place would require a total of one division. 
It was true that the occupation of Danzig was not provided for by 
the Treaty, but there was little doubt but that this occupation would 
be necessary. With regard to Allenstein and Marienwerder, the 
Treaty provided that the Inter-Allied Commissions, who were charged 
with presiding over the plebiscites, should have at their disposal a 
sufficient military force. There was little doubt but that, in view of 
the information received, it would be necessary to send troops to these 
districts. There existed there a problem as urgent as that of Upper 
Silesia. 

Generat WeycGanp said that the Treaty of Peace was very vague 
upon certain points. It was necessary for the Supreme Council to 
attend to this. When that had been done, he would know how many 
effectives were needed. It was further necessary for the Council to 
inform him what Power would have the preponderance in a particular 
place. It was only when the Military Experts had this information 
that they would be in a position to say whether it would be possible 
to make a distribution of the forces which would impose upon each 
of the interested Powers an equal expense. 

M. Picnon said that it would be necessary to first settle the occupa- 
tion of Upper Silesia. The Council could direct Marshal Foch to 
prepare a draft in agreement with the Military Representatives of the 
other Powers. Then it would be possible to examine the other ques- 
tions. 

Sir Eyre Crows said that the Council could now decide as to whether 
or not Danzig and Allenstein should be occupied. He believed, more- 
over, that this had already been decided. 

M. Picuon said that nothing had been decided. The question had 
been adjourned every time it had come before the Council. The Polish 
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Commission should be requested to make an urgent report on this 
subject, but at present a project for the occupation of Upper Silesia 
was what was wanted. 

Sir Eyre Crowe asked why the question of the occupation of Danzig, 
Allenstein, Marienwerder and Memel could not be decided at once; 
and why the modalities of the occupation should not be studied by 
Marshal Foch at the same time as those for Upper Silesia. 

M. Picuon agreed that in adopting this course the Council would 
be taking into consideration the questions raised by Marshal Foch. 

Mr. Potx said that he thought in any event the Council should 
hear the report of the Commission on Polish Affairs. He thought 
that the Commission were not unanimous on the subject of Danzig 
and Memel. 

M. Picwon said that it would be possible to make a provisional 
reservation on the subject of Danzig and Memel. 

GENERAL Wercanp asked whether a decision had been taken on the 
question of Klagenfurt. When the Allied Generals had made their 
report on this question, they had provided for Inter-Allied occupa- 
tion where the plebiscite was to take place. 

M. Larocue said that the question was settled in the Treaty of 
St. Germain. Article 50 provided that the first zone should be oc- 
cupied by the troops of the Serb-Croat-Slovene State and the second 
by Austrian troops. 

GENERAL WEeyYGAND Said that it was therefore necessary to settle 
only the question of Danzig and Memel. When the Council had 
reached a decision the General Staffs would need a few hours to pre- 
pare a draft. 

(It was decided : 


(1) that in the portions of East Prussia, where plebiscites were to be 
held, in accordance with Articles 94 to 98 of the Treaty of Peace 
with Germany, there should be occupation by Inter-Allied troops; 

(2) that the Commission on Polish Affairs and the Commission on 
Baltic Affairs should inform the Council, at its meeting on the 15th 
October, whether they considered that Danzig and Memel (Articles 
99 to 108 of the Treaty of Peace with Germany) should be occupied 
by Inter-Allied forces.) 


6. (The Council had before it the German notes of the 7th August, 
1919, and draft replies to these notes prepared by the Commission, 


Reply to the on the left bank of the Rhine (See Appendices “A” 
el the and R2) .) 

Respecting the M. Tirarp said that the draft note submitted to the 
Left Bonk of the Council was a reproduction of the stenographic text 
the Rhine 


of the declarations made by M. Loucheur to the Ger- 
man Delegates. However, M. Loucheur proposed an alteration to 
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make the text more clear. On Page 13" (French text) he suggested 
that for paragraph 13 the following be substituted: “Special Ar- 
rangements. Special arrangements shall be made in accordance with 
the request in the German note for the regulation of the reception by 
the various railway administrations in consequence of the modifica- 
tion of the frontiers.” 

(It was decided: 

(1) to accept the draft replies to the five German Notes transmitted 
from Versailles on the 7th August, 1919, respecting the administra- 
tion of the occupied territory ; 

(2) that paragraph 18 of the fourth reply (administration of rail- 
ways in the occupied territory) should be altered as follows: “Para- 
graph 13. Special Arrangements. Special arrangements shall be 
made in accordance with the request in the German Note for the 
regulation of the reception by the various railway administrations 
in consequence of the modification of the frontiers.” 


7. (The Council had before it a Note from the British Delegation 
of the 10th October, 1919, (See appendix “C”).) 

: Sir Eyre Crowe commented briefly upon the Note 
German Shirs.z from the British Delegation. He insisted upon the 
Daten Navigation importance of a decision being taken by the Council 
— in regard to this matter, for otherwise, it might become 
impossible to obtain the delivery of the vessels in question. 

M. Sctratosa said that he agreed in principle with Sir Eyre Crowe, 
but he wished to raise a question of competence. It was provided in 
Section VII of Annex 3 of Part VIII (Reparations) of the Treaty 
of Peace with Germany, that Germany agreed to take any measures 
that might be indicated to her by the Reparation Commission for ob- 
taining the full total for all ships which had during the war been 
transferred or were in the process of being transferred to neutral 
flags, without the consent of the Allied and Associated Governments, 
and to ask Germany to obtain full right of property in these ships. 
He thought that the question which had been submitted belonged to 
the Reparation Commission, otherwise there was a danger that Ger- 
many might raise objections of a legal nature. 

Sm Eyre Crows said that he had considered this article in the 
Note which the Council had before it, but in this case, it was not a 
question of the definite attribution of these ships; it was simply a 
question of their being handed over. 

M. Sctatosa agreed, but pointed out that Germany might say 
that she awaited the decision of the Reparation Commission. 

Srr Eyre Crows said that the only matter which concerned the 
Council at the moment was to prevent the ships passing into the hands 
of the Dutch. 
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M. Picnon said that it was not a question of getting to the root of 
the matter. 

Sir Eyre Crows said that Germany should be justified in demand- 
ing a decision from the Reparation Commission for the settlement 
of the question of the ownership of the ships. The present question 
was to force the German Government to make sure of the possession 
of these ships and to deliver them to the Allies. 

Mr. Pox proposed that Sir Eyre Crowe prepare a draft note to 
the German Government which the Council could examine at its 
next meeting. | 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that this note would demand: 


(1) that the five ships in question should be delivered to the Allied 
and Associated Powers at the Firth of Forth; 

(2) that the Dutch crews should be removed ; 

(3) that the Dutch names of the ships and mark of port of origin 
should be removed; 

(4) that the Allied and Associated Governments could, if they de- 
sired, make an inspection of the “William Oswald”; 

(5). that the “Nassau” and the “Branunschweig” should be taken to 
Bremerhaven by German crews. 


M. Scratosa asked what part the Reparation Commission would 
play. 

M. Picuon said that its President, M. Loucheur, was in agreement 
with Sir Eyre Crowe. 

(It was decided: 

that Sir Eyre Crowe should submit to the Council at its next 
meeting the draft of a Note to the German Government demanding 
the delivery to the Allies of the five German merchant ships sold to 
Dutch firms during the war. . 

8. (‘Lhe Council had before it a draft Yesolution of the 10th October 
prepared by the American Delegation (See appendix “D”).) 


Execution of Sm Eyre Crowe asked whether the Council had the 
pared cis right to decide as to measures which should be taken to 
cee assure the rapid execution of Articles 100 to 104 of the 


Respecting.y Treaty of Peace with Germany. Article 104 of. the 
i Treaty of Peace provided for a Treaty between the free 
city of Danzig and Poland, but the free city of Danzig did not yet exist. 
M. Picuon said that the American Proposal was intended merely 
to request the Commission on Polish Affairs to study the question and 
make a report to the Supreme Council. The proposal did not go 
beyond that. 
(It was decided: 
that the Commission on Polish Affairs should be requested to 


examine Articles 100 to 104 of the Treaty of Peace with Germany, 
relative to the creation of the free city of Danzig, and,to submit a 
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report as soon as possible as to the measures to be taken to secure 
the speedy execution of these articles, upon the entry into force of the 
Treaty of Peace.) 


9. (The Council had before it a note from the British 
Sale of Air Delegation dated 7th October, 1919, (See Appendix “E”).) 


Material to 
Sweden by (In view of the fact that no remarks were made it was 


Germany 3 
decided: 


(1) that the German Government should be required to provide 
the President of the Inter-Allied Aeronautical Commission of Control 
with full particulars of all aircraft and aircraft material sold or ex- 
ported since the Armistice, and that the value of this material should 
be estimated by the President of the Inter-Allied Aeronautical Com- 
oo of Control, and should be paid to him by the 81st January, 
1920 ; 

(2) that Marshal Foch should be instructed to enquire into Mr. 
Ranit’s transactions and the reported gift of two aeroplanes to the 
Swedish Army and shall also request the German Government to for- 
ward a statement with regard to these matters.) 


10. (The Council had before it a note from the Secretary-General 
of the International Labor Commission, dated Paris, 7th October, 1919. 
(See Appendix “F”).) 


“pepe le M. Picwon said that M. Arthur Fontaine had asked 
ee the Council to decide whether the Luxembourg dele- 
oes gates to the International Labor Congress should be 


admitted upon the same conditions as the delegates 
from Finland. Luxembourg was not one of the States who were con- 
tained in the original membership of the League of Nations, nor one 
of the thirteen States which had been invited to join the League. ' 
(It was decided: . 


that the question raised in the Note of the Secretary-General of the 
International Labor Commission respecting the admission of Luxem- 
bourg to the forthcoming Congress at Washington should be left to 


the decision of that Congress. 
It was further decided : 


that the American Delegation should inform the Secretary-General 
of the International Labor Commission that the Allied and Associated 
Governments would interpose no difficulties in regard to passports for 
Luxembourg delegates desirous of proceeding to Washington in antici- 
pation of a favorable decision.) 


(The meeting then adjourned.) 
Horen pE Crition, Paris, 13 October, 1919. 
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Appendices A and B to HD-69 
ConTENTS 


Dossier of Correspondence between the Allied and 
Associated’ Powers and the German Delegation 
relative to the Administration of the Occupied Ter- 
ritory of the Rhine 


Five Notes from von Lewald, of August 7, 1919, and 
replies thereto, under the following subjects: 


I. The occupation of the Left Bank of the Rhine 
II. Accommodations for the German Imperial 
High Commissioners 
III. Questions of Procedure 
Iv. Administration of Railroads 
V. Regime of Navigation 


Translation 


German Notes Relative to the Administration of the Rhenish 
Territories, Delivered by M. von Lewald, August 7, 1919 


First Nors, Reiative To THE Occupation or THE Lerr BaNk OF THE 
RHINE 


Genrtemen: In the name of the German Government I have the 
honor to acknowledge receipt of the answer to the two German 
memoranda ?* concerning the military occupation of the left bank 
of the Rhine. I note with satisfaction that the Allied and Asso- 
ciated Governments intend to make the military occupation of the 
left bank of the Rhine as light as possible for the populations. 

I take the liberty to make detailed comments on the following 
paragraphs of the answer: 

I interpret the answer concerning paragraph 3 to mean that the 
laws of the Empire and of the Federative States promulgated 
for the territories in question, as well as the executive decrees, shall 
be enforced as long as the High Commission does not make use of its 
right of veto by a communication to the Commissioner of the 
Empire, because their application would affect the safety and the 
needs of the military forces of the Allied and Associated Powers. 
That right of veto should be expressed in a decree to be issued in 
conformity with Article 3 of the agreement. 

In order tc make the situation of public right perfectly clear, 
it would be advisable that the decrees of the High Commission 
be published in an official paper by the Commissioner of the Empire. 
Thus the stipulations of article 3-a of the agreement would be ful- 
filled for the German Government. 


#% Appendix A to HD-11, vol. vir p. 212. 

* Tbid, p. 218. 

18a Asreement with regard to the military occupation of the Territories of the 
Rhine, signed at Versailles, June 28, 1919, Treaties, Conventions, etc., 1910-1923, 
vol. 11, p. 3524. 
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The answer concerning paragraph 4 guaranteed to Germany that 
the populations shall enjoy the free exercise of its personal and 
civic rights, religious freedom, freedom of the press, vote, asso- 
ciation, and that the political, administrative and economic relations 
between the occupied territories and between those territories and the 
non-occupied territories shall not be hindered any more than circu- 
lation, A. great calm has come over the occupied territory caused 
by the fact that now the provincial, communal and municipal elec- 
tions can take place freely and that these assemblies as well as the 
ecclesiastical assemblies of the provincial synod will be allowed to 
meet. The special authorization to travel from one part. of the 
oecupied territory to another and from the occupied territory to 
the non-occupied territory of Germany is therefore suppressed. 
Simultaneously with the guarantee of free circulation, the sale of 
newspapers from the non-occupied territories of Germany in the 
occupied territory shall be authorized, as for example the importa- 
tion of the Frankfurter-Zeitung in Rhenish Hesse which was for: 
bidden until now. 

Concerning paragraph 5, I take the liberty of making the remark 
that the Governments of Prussia, Bavaria, Baden, Hesse and Olden- 
burg have given their consent to the nomination of Herr von Starck 
as Commissioner of the Empire, with the meaning that the Commis- 
sioner of the Empire shall equally represent the rights of those states 
and of their population at the High Commission. 

Concerning paragraph 5a, I remark that the new constitution 
adopted by the National Constituent Assembly under date of July 31, 
1919, contains a considerable increase of the jurisdiction of the Empire 
as compared with that of the Federative States. I shall take the 
liberty of sending four copies of the new constitution to the President 
of the Commission. 

I would be grateful if acceptance of M. von Starck’s nomination 
was granted as soon as possible so that he might be in a position to 
enter into relations with the Interallied High Commission at Coblenz. 
Numerous administrative measures adopted in the various occupied 
territories show the necessity of it. 

Supposing that the High Commission has its seat in Coblenz, the 
Commissions [Commissioner?] of the Empire must also reside there. 
For the buildings which must be placed at his disposal and which are 
at, present occupied by the American Military authorities, I take the 
liberty of delivering the following note." 

Concerning paragraph 6, I ask again to kindly let me know as soon 
as possible the effectives of the troops to be maintained in the occupied 
territory, the number of officers, men and horses, together: with the 


* Post. p. 623. 
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name of places where the troops will have to be stationed ; since accord- 
ing to article 8b of the agreement, the troops have to be exclusively 
housed in barracks and not quartered in private houses, the old garri- 
son cities will have to be considered first. It is very important for, 
those cities to be informed as soon as possible of the effectives of the 
troops which they shall have to house. On that subject, may I be 
allowed to state that before July 31, 1914, there were only 70,000 men 
stationed in the occupied territory.. Since, according to the Peace 
Treaty, Germany is authorized to maintain only an army of 100,000 
men, distributed all over the territory of the “Reich”, the German 
Government hopes that the effectives of the occupying troops will not 
exceed a number equivalent to the capacity of the fixed barracks. It 
will be especially desirable that an order be issued so that the military 
authorities of the Allied and Associated Powers do not require from 
cities which are not considered in the future as garrison towns, such 
things as electric installations, aqueducts or others which would cause 
great expenses and would not be used later. 

To give an example of the serious inconveniences resulting from the 
extremely high effectives now stationed: in the occupied territory, I 
take the liberty of mentioning that for the present it is impossible for 
foreigners to find room in Cologne although it is essentially a city 
of foreigners and it has at its disposal excellent hotels with 5000 beds. 
The Commission represented here and the members of the parlia- 
mentary council of the Commissioner of the Empire who met in 
Cologne last Sunday could not be housed, or were only able to find 
absolutely insufficient rooms for one night only, and only upon the 
request of the Commissioner of the Empire did the military author- 
ities place a few very modest rooms at their disposal. 

The repression of the hotel service in the great Rhine towns is incom- 
patible with the development of commerce and industry: 

The answer concerning paragraph 7 states that the High Commis- 
sion is to regulate the organization of the police forces. I take the 
liberty of remarking that article 1, alinea 2, of the agreement stipu- 
lates that it is only the number of the police forces which is to be 
determined by the Allied and Associated Powers. 

Following the troubles caused by the war and the difficult economic 
situation among the working classes of Germany, and which are well 
known by the High Commission, the number of police forces will 
have to be superior to that of Peace time because then, in case of 
need one could have recourse to the military forces for the maintenance 
of public order. That is especially important because ‘of the fact 
that, according to the Peace Treaty, it is forbidden to maintain in ‘the 
future troops in a zone 50 kms: wide and bordering the occupied 
territories. 
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Concerning paragraph 9, I take account of the fact that the Allied 
and Associated Powers recognize that the privilege of jurisdiction 
cannot be conferred upon German citizens, so that German citizens, 
even in a case where they are employed by the troops or are in their 
service, shall. remain subjected to German jurisdiction. In alinea 2 
of Paragraph 9, the answer remarks that the Allied and Associated 
Governments not wishing perturbation to be caused in the ‘occupied 
territories, could not admit that the competent German authorities 
begin judicial actions for political or economic facts pertaining to the 
period of the Armistice, unless those facts have already caused the 
Allied and Associated Governments to begin judicial actions. I can- 
not.see on what provisions of the agreement that pretention of the 
Allied and Associated Powers can be based. I interpret the remark 
to mean, in short, that the creators of the so-called Rhenish Republic, 
that is to say M. Dorten and his friends, together with the people who 
are making propaganda in the Palatinate for the creation of the 
autonomous state “free Palatinate”, namely Dr. Haas and acolytes at 
Lindau [Zandau], shall therefore be protected, from a point of view 
of penal law, from any judicial action of any kind on the part of 
Germany. 

Consequently, I feel obliged to remark that for those agitations and 
machinations of M. Dorten and his friends at Wiesbaden, of Dr. 
Haas and his friends at Landau, as well as M: Hompa at Kehl, it is 
only a question of small groups without any importance who are 
pursuing aims directed against the German Constitution such as no 
Government can tolerate in time of peace. Without the protection 
of the military authorities at Wiesbaden and in the Palatinate, as at 
Kehl, those tendencies would not have had the least success. I have 
in my hands a rather voluminous dossier concerning M. Dorten’s acts 
and the protection accorded him by the military authorities. As to 
the Palatinate, I have also at hand documented material. The situa- 
tion is quite analogous in the Principality of Birkenfeld where the 
military command attempted to push the small country in a deter- 
mined political path. A1l those tendencies do not, find the least sup- 
port in the agreement. I beg you to kindly confirm that as soon as 
the agreement goes into force, the High Commission, conforming 
itself to the intentions which have inspired the Allied and Associated 
Powers in their answer to paragraph 28, see that this interference in 
the internal affairs of Germany be stopped. The agreement does not 
give the right to the Germans who thus violated the German law 
to be immune from legal action. The German Government could not 
declare itself in accord with that and could only renounce any judicial 
action in occupied and non-occupied territories in case the Allied and 
Associated Powers declare themselves ready to grant a complete 
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amnesty to the persons condemned for having committed infractions 
to the orders of the occupying powers and in case all the cases pend- 
ing for such reasons are stopped. I believe that that’ would cor- 
respond to the spirit of conciliation invoked on several occasions in 
the answer. The same measure would apply to the economic decree 
enacted either by the occupying authorities or by Germany. 

Concerning paragraphs 10, 11, and 12, I take the liberty of déliver- 
ing a statement of the German Minister of Justice which I beg you to 
kindly take into consideration. . 

As for paragraph 10, I beg you to kindly enlighten me on a few 
points. Since the German military legislation does not grant any 
jurisdiction in civil affairs to the military tribunals, even during the 
state of war, and since I did not succeed in finding the laws enforced 
among the Allied and Associated Powers allowing military tribunals 
to try civil. affairs, I would be grateful to receive a copy of the 
stipulations in question from the various occupying Powers. I am 
grateful that the answer recognizes the jurisdiction of the German 
courts to decide differences resulting from contracts made privately 
either by soldiers, or by their families, with the restriction that the 
High Commission shall have the right to decide in case of abuses. 
Since the word “evocation” is used both in the French and in the 
English text, they seem to have in mind the “jus evocandi” unknown 
to German legislation for many years. and for the explanation of 
which it is necessary to have recourse to very old German judicial 
institutions, Consequently, I conclude from the text that to the High 
Commission shall be reserved the right to take away from German 
courts cases brought before it and to transfer to the military tribunals 
of the occupying Powers.’ That would constitute a serious infringe- 
ment on the independence of jurisdiction and would be considered by 
the whole German magistrature as a doubt cast on its absolute im- 
partiality. 

Concerning paragraph 14, I had asked if a declaration of the re- 
ceipts of the Empire and of the Federative States, received in the 
occupied territory, could also be deposited in the non-occupied terri- 
tory. The answer to paragraph 14 does not make that very important 
point clear and that is why I take the liberty of asking for an express 
confirmation of my interpretation. . ed 

Concerning; paragraph 16; the Allied and Associated Powers did 
not accept. my proposal to trust the German authorities to determine 
and pay reimbursements in conformity with German law, however, 
they have declared themselves ready to study a regulation of applica- 
tion together with the German authorities. I wish ‘to’ believe: that 
the regulation will neglect neither the interests of the population 


*'This statement does not accompany the minutes in the Department files. 
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concerned nor those of the German finances. That is why I believe I 
can limit myself; in that respect, to point outa few wishes, leaving all 
the rest in the good care of the High Commission. The following 
points are of a very special importance. 


_ i. The creation of two instances and that in such a way that a second 
instance shall have the jurisdiction over the whole occupied ‘territory 
so that the uniformity indispensable to the application and the inter- 
pretation of the regulations and in the fixation of the amount of ‘the 
reimbursement be guaranteed. 

2. In both instances the admission as attorney general of a represent- 
ative of the financial administration of the Empire, to the proposals 
of whom the Commissions shall grant a hearing before arriving at the 
decision and who should also be authorized to make an appeal to 
plaintiff against the decision of the first tribunal. 

3. Reimbursement shall be fixed in conformity with the current 
prices at the place and at the time of the presentation. 


On the other hand I take once more the liberty of calling the atten- 
tion of the Commission of [¢0?] the state of affairs now existing in the 
various zones of occupation regarding the reimbursement of requisi- 
tions and including the burdens caused by the housing of soldiers. I 
took the liberty of stating in my supplementary memorandum to [in?] 
paragraph 32%* that the situation had become intolerable. According 
to the answer, the High Commission will have to take care of the 
establishment of a uniform order of things by the promulgation of 
regulations; it is possible that the precautions required to guarantee 
the future have been taken, that is to say after the going into force of 
the agreement, against the return of a state of affairs as intolerable 
as that which existed during the armistice but no solution has yet been 
found as to how the population shall be indemnified for the requisi- 
tions including the housing of soldiers during the armistice period. 

The present state of affairs cannot be maintained because of the 
differences of the stipulations, notably regarding the amount of reim- 
bursements in the various zones of occupation, which have given rise 
to a marked dissatisfaction among the population and that besides a 
great many requisitions, among the most expensive ones, have not been 
paid as I have already had the honor to state with more details. As 
regards the British zone of occupation where the German authorities 
were allowed to enforce the law of the German Empire of March 2, 
1919," I earnestly beg to maintain the present state of affairs because 
the financial administration of the German Empire has already paid, 
in conformity with German law, a sum of more than 100 million marks 
on account of the claims for indemnities and because a change in the 
decree and in the procedure during the execution would bring dis- 
turbances in the juridical situation as well as in the finances of ‘the 


6 Appendix A to HD-11, vol. vu, p. 227. 
 Reichs-Gesctzblatt, 1919, No. 52, p. 261. 
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Empire. As to the other zones, one. could perhaps guarantee'the indis- 
pensable homogeneity notably as regards the British zone, by authoriz- 
ing there also the German authorities to enforce the German law, all 
the more so that part of the urban and rural circles and the communes 
have already paid rather large sums on account of the titles to indem- 
nity which have not been paid as yet, neither by the occupying troops 
nor by the German Empire. However, my Government will be ready 
to accept also.another procedure analogous perhaps to the regulation 
which the High Commission will promulgate in the future, under the 
only condition that the population already seriously affected and the 
communes overwhelmed with taxes be soon reimbursed. 

Concerning paragraph 17: the explanations of paragraph 17 seem 
to take into account especially the second part of my memorandum 
relative to those points.’ I am glad that the legitimate needs of the 
public services at the time of the requisition of public and private es- 
tablishments shall be satisfied in a conciliating spirit. It will be espe- 
cially desirable to allow the buildings intended for teaching of all 
grades to be used for that purpose. I hope that the question to know 
if a great part of the localities occupied at present,shall be again placed 
at the disposal of the population, will be examined in the same concili- 
atory spirit. 

The question of the housing of officers and their families preoccupies 
and worries very much the inhabitants of the occupied territory. If 
it is a fact. that during the period of armistice the population, felt 
already as a heavy burden the restrictions inherent to the housing of 
troops, those feelings will become unbearable if—in view of the long 
years of occupation to come—a conciliatory solution of that question 
could not be found. The wealthy families would leave the occupied 
territory, to the detriment of the communes where they were domi 
ciled, anda spirit of vexation, highly undesirable, would get hold of 
the middle and lower classes. The housing should be made on the 
basis of the regulations in force in the various armies, it would there- 
fore be agreeable to me to know those regulations so as to be in a posi- 
tion to take sides regarding the various methods of their application, 
May I be allowed, however, to express right now the desire that, in 
general, the hoasine be regulated so as not. to jeopardize the faut 
life of the inhabitants. The complete eviction of the latter or their 
obligation to use only a few small rooms,—that the exactions of the 
intensive billeting made often necessary during the period of armis- 
tice—should not take place again; in the same way the installation 
of messes in private houses where shay, were a great inconvenience to 
the inhabitants. The billeting of officers’ families is a problem par- 
ticularly difficult to solve. I suppose that it would be a question of 
placing at their disposal unfurnished rooms since those families have 
their own furniture. The requisitioning’ of the whole furniture in- 
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cluding house linen, table material, kitchen utensils and other house- 
hold goods seems all the more heavy during the long period of 
occupation because a great many of those objects are lacking now, 
especially linen, and that the inhabitants would be unable to replace. 
I presume that in the future domestic articles shall no longer be 
required. 

For the purpose of avoiding annoyances on both sides, I consider 
it indispensable to state with precision the objections of the hosts who, 
up to the present often found themselves in a situation which was not 
clearly defined. In any case, it would be practicable that the billeting 
should be made through the municipal authorities. 

Finally, I take the liberty of calling your attention to the fact, that, 
according to the especially difficult situation of the building industry 
since the war, there exists a great shortage of apartments as well in 
non-occupied Germany as in occupied territory, and that that situa- 
tion has been only increased by the billeting of the troops. of occupa- 
tion. May I not also be allowed to express the hope that the requisi- 
tion of living rooms shall be made within the limits of the absolutely 
iniievienBable necessities. 

According to my information, the moving of piesa! families in 
the occupied territory has already taken a certain development; allow 
me to insist on the necessity to authorize those moving only after a 
solution. to the question of billets has been found. 

Paragraph 18 recognizes that a control shall be established by the 
Interallied High Commission as regards the privileges and customs 
exemptions conferred by Article 19 to the troops of occupation and 
their personnel both civil and military. The request expressed in 
my memorandum .that no. German national and no neutral be 
granted the privilege of the, exemption of taxes by entering in the 
service of the troops of occupation has received no: answer. Con- 
sequently I take the liberty of reiterating my request to kindly give 
me a statement.on that subject such as it was given in paragraph 9 
of the answer concerning the privileges of jurisdiction. 

I ask you to kindly grant a hearing to the Commissioner of the 
Empire before taking the prescriptions for the measures of control 
considered by the High Commission concerning the privileges and 
the customs exemptions. It would be indispensable to give an active 
part to the competent German authorities at the time of the execu- 
tion of the control. 

19.—The customs frontier of the West show deficiencies. They 

prevented the installation of German customs officers on German 

territory at the frontier of Alsace-Lorraine and the Saar Basin. 

There are customs officers at the frontier of Luxembourg, Belgium 

and. Holland,.but they cannot act according to the regulations of 

the German administration regarding the traffic of merchandise and 
510124—46—VOL. vi1I——40 
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especially they cannot apply freely the German regulations on im- 
portation and exportation. Any German commercial, economic and 
financial policy, in conformity with the legitimate German interest, 
becomes impossible so long as the Empire is not master of its’cus- 
toms frontier. The Allied and Associated Powers recognized, at 
the time of the negotiations of the Finance Commission, that Ger- 
many cannot fulfill her economic and financial obligations if she is 
not allowed to dispose freely of her customs frontier. It is urgent 
to settle those questions rapidly.. If Germany’ cannot organize as 
soon as possible the customs service of the Western frontier, not only 
will enormous amounts of useful and necessary goods enter Germany 
during the next few weeks, Germany deprived of goods and hungry, 
but also objects of luxury and other goods, hundreds of millions of 
marks worth, and which Germany does not need for the present, 
and which shall enter without paying any duty. It is not doubtful 
that Germany will not be able to stand such a useless drain in view 
of the anemic state of her economic body. 

In view of the importance and urgency of those questions, it is 
necessary to begin their study as soon as possible and to find solu- 
tions favorable to Germany. i 

In the answer, paragraph 20 is omitted. I should be grateful to 
receive an answer and I take the liberty of placing in the hands of 
the President the desiderata of the railroad administration and those 
of the navigation on the Rhine. 4 

According to paragraph 21, the liberty to communicate by letter, 
telegraph and telephone shall be guaranteed. I suppose that the 
strict observance of the postal secret such as it is provided by the 
German law shall also be guaranteed, under reservation of an eventual 
decree of the state of siege, and that consequently any postal censor- 
ship such as is now in course will be suppressed. 

Concerning paragraph 24, I take the liberty to remark that I in- 
terpret it to mean that all the various decrees of the various military 
authorities issued during the armistice, shall be cancelled and that 
consequently in the future there will be only two sources of public 
law in the occupied territory : the legislation of the Empire and of the 
Federative States and the decrees of the High Commission. 

Concerning paragraph 25, I take note of the fact that all the inter- 
dictions of sojourn shall be examined in a conciliatory spirit. It 
would be desirable that the requests of the persons who have been 
expulsed and whose purpose ‘is to return to their country should be 
submitted to the High Commission through the Commissioner of the 
Empire. 

In order that the amnesty which I proposed in paragraph 9 be 
complete it would be necessary especially that all the people who were 
expelled from the occupied territory because they opposed M. Dorten 
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at Wiesbaden and Haas at London. [Landau], etc., may be allowed 
to return to those territories. Public opinion in Germany places a 
great importance on that question as I was assured very lately by 
deputies of all parties. 

28.—Those explanations rest only on a misunderstanding. It [goes] 
without saying that nothing was further from the mind of the Ger- 
man Government, supreme and scrupulous guardian of the Consti- 
tution of the Empire, than to submit to the Allied and Associated 
Governments proposals incompatible with international law or with 
the Constitution of the Empire and the rights of the various Federa- 
tive States. I do not believe I must insist on the subject, but I note 
with satisfaction that the Allied and Associated Governments did 
not mention the Central Governments of the various Federative 
States in article 3 of the agreement for the simple reason that they 
concluded peace exclusively with the Central German Government 
and that it is not their intention to interfere with the internal or- 
ganization of Germany and that they respect the legal hierarchy. 
That was the aim of my speech. 

Par. 29.—The institution of the administrators and supervisors 
who, in certain zones, operate with the German administrative author- 
ities forms a’ particularly painful chapter of the Armistice. It is 
therefore with pleasure that I learn that after entry into force of 
the peace Treaty, there shall be no more administrators or supervisors 
directed to control the German administration. If the High Com- 
mission reserves the right to maintain fixed representatives directed 
to establish a liaison between the local German administrations, the 
local military authorities and the High Commission itself, it would 
be expedient to take the necessary measures to have these fixed repre- 
sentatives limited to the facilitation of communication between the 
authorities and to the transmission of the desires of one to the other. 
All right of interference of the interior affairs of the German author- 
ities, of the control of incoming correspondence, of the examination of 
shipments, of authority to give orders, shall be excluded in the future. 

It would be desirable if the High Commission would make use 
of its authority to communicate directly with the local German 
administration in exceptional cases only because this would greatly 
facilitate relations between the High Commission and the German 
administration if the Commission, in principle, operated through 
the intermediary of the Empire Commissioner who is, in reality, a 
representative of all the German administrations which enter in 
the question. 

Par. 32.—I am indebted to the Allied and Associated Governments 
for the declaration that requisitions should be but little practiced, 
and only operated in particular circumstances. 
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However, I believe it my duty to call the attention of the Com- 
mission to the fact that importance [sic] deliveries through requisi- 
tions have been ordered for the coming economic period and sur- 
passing the probable duration of the Armistice. For example, the 
High Commands of the 8th and 10th Army Corps have recently 
ordered the delivery of 40,000 tons of hay per Army Corps, quan- 
tities considerably surpassing the productivity of these districts under 
their orders. The same districts, last year, only succeeded in de- 
livering for the needs of the German Army a portion of the quantity 
now demanded, and this under serious pressure on the part of com- 
petent authorities. The rural population, suffering under a great 
shortage of fodder, has been greatly irritated by this hay requisition, 
as it necessitates a consequent restriction in livestock. 

According to reports which I have: just received, all the horse 
owners in the fourth zone have received a circular indicating an 
intention to operate an important requisition of horses. 

I would be grateful if the Commission would kindly assure me 
that the requisitions would not surpass the means and resources of 
the occupied countries and that the commune would not be of ‘neces- 
sity forced to obtain their supplies in non-occupied territory in order 
to be able to effect the deliveries demanded or to replace their stocks 
which, asa result of these requisitions, would be insufficient for their 
own needs, . 

In conclusion I take the liberty to especially request that you accord 
favorable attention to a petition of the Commission assembled. here: 
According to the, Peace Treaty a state of peace will not be recognized 
until the Treaty will have been ratified by three of the Principal 
Powers. _ We are unable to say when this time shall arrive. The pop- 
ulation believes and supposes that, Germany having signed and ratified 
the Treaty as well as this arrangement, they would enjoy the facili- 
ties elaborated in the reply and that the military regime, of a severe 
and hard nature, might be replaced by civil organization of the High 
Commission. I do not wish to mention here the multitude of com- 
plaints relative to,the oppression of economic and political life, such 
as exists at the present time, as I hope that we are on the eve of the 
new era referred to in the reply, which shall put an end to arbitrary 
procedures and which, without prejudice toward the attributions con- 
ferred to the Allied and Associated Powers by the agreement, shall 
guarantee political liberty, shall reestablish without hindrances free 
traffic on both sides of the Rhine and which, finally, shall provide 
an arrangement for the requisition and the billeting of troops, which 
arrangement shall endeavor to establish a just and equitable com- 
promise between the interest of the occupying military forces and 
those of the population.. Would it not be,possible for the High Com- 
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mission to be authorized at the present time by the occupying Powers 
interested to commence its work in order that the arrangement and 
that the method intended for its execution by the occupying Powers, 
which has been agreed upon here, could enter into application, if 
possible, on August 15, or at the latest by September 1st? This would 
correspond with the general point of view developed by the Allied 
Powers, particularly in their declaration of June 16th," that is, to 
as soon as possible place Germany in a position to fulfill the obliga- 
tions which she has assumed by virtue of the Peace Treaty. 

LrwaLD 

Versarites, August 7, 1919. 


Seconp Note, RenativeE to ACCOMMODATIONS For THE HicH 
Empirps CoMMISsIONER 


Versaities, August 7, 1919. 


Mr. Minister: As it is assumed that the Interallied High Commis- 
sion on Rhenish territories shall be installed at Coblenz, it would 
be advisable to have the German Empire Commissioner locate there 
also. Now, in that city there are not many buildings suitable for 
the installation of the Offices of such an important administration, 
and in this number, there are certainly some which will be requisi- 
tioned for the needs of the American military authorities and by the 
High Commission itself. 

There appears, therefore, that there only remains the building of 
the former General Command which would be suitable for the in- 
stallation of the offices of the Empire Commissioner. The Ameri- 
can troops have no further need of these accommodations and are 
ready to evacuate them. However, they declare that this evacuation 
cannot take place without the consent of the General Commanding 
the Allied and Associated Armies. 

I would be deeply grateful, Mr. Minister, if the consent of the 
General could be obtained in order that the accommodations in ques- 
tion might be prepared for the Empire Commissioner. 

Accept, etc. LewaLp 


Tumep Norz, Retative to Miscennanzous Questions or ProcepurE 
I 


According to article 3c, by tribunals, is understood, aside from the 
ordinary regular courts, .the: special courts, such as the Council of 
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Experts and the commercial courts, administrative courts, including 
civil cases, as well as the arbitration committees destined to regulate 
workmen and laborers’ differences, established on December 23, 1918 
(Bulletin of laws of the Empire, p. 1456) on a basis of the decrees of 
the conventions on tariffs, etc. 

II 


The prescription of Article 8d applies only to nationals of the Al- 
lied and Associated countries and shall decide only the question of 
penal competence. 

In civil procedures, the executions concerning the persons referred 
to in article 3d shall be admitted by the administrations of the oc- 
cupants at the request of competent German tribunals. The execu- 
tion requests should be addressed ,to the following administrations: 


For Belgium: 

For France: 

For Great Britain: 

For the United States: Vy 


Tit 


The prescription of Article 3¢ applies only to acts committed in 
occupied territory after the entry into force of the conventions of . 
June 28, 1919, in case the accused was domiciled in occupied territory 
at the time the act was committed. The judgments of similar acts 
shall be judged according to German jurisdiction. | 


IV 


Cases in litigation in the courts of the Allied and Associated Powers 
and which are not within the competence of these courts, according to 
the convention of June 28, 1919, upon the entry into force of the above 
mentioned Convention, shall be within the competence of German 
courts, in so far as it is a question of cases not already judged. Details 
shall be fixed by special convention. | : 


Vv 


According to article 4, only officers in possession of written authori- 
zation from one of the authorities cited below may operate concerning 
extradition demands: 

For Belgium: 
For France: 


For Great Britain : 
For the United States: | 


If at the time of the extradition of a person according to article 4, 
a penal trial or a penal execution by German courts was being ex- 
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amined against this person in occupied or non-occupied territory, after 
the liquidation of the trial by the courts of the occupying forces, the 
person is to be delivered to the German authorities. 


Fourry Nors, Destprrata or THE ADMINISTRATION OF Ratroaps Con- 
CERNING THE APPLICATION OF THE AGREEMENT ON OCCUPATION 


1st. If the economic life in occupied territory is to resume its pacific 
evolution, it is indispensable that, in principle, the railroads, as in 
times of peace serve in the first place the economic interests in order 
that they be able to fulfill their pacific mission. We hope, therefore, 
that military exigencies may be regulated in such a manner as to 
permit the railroads to accomplish their true task. 

2nd. In the interest of the maintenance of a well ordered service, it 
would be greatly desirable to create, for each railroad system, a 
single direction (on the order of the German Linien-Kommandantur) 
who would assume the transmission of the orders of the High Com- 
mand of the Allied and Associated troops to the competent organisms 
of the railroad administrations, in accordance with Article 10, alinea 
1, of the Agreement. Transportation of troops, special trains and 
other service prestations should be announced and taken over after 
notice corresponding with their importance, in order to assure their 
execution without interrupting their normal service. 

3rd. It is to be presumed that the civil administrations of the rail- 
roads will remain in the hands of the German authorities with all the 
consequences attached thereto. 

4th. Under reserve of the requisitions of the High Command 
of the Allied and Associated Armies within the bounds of military 
exigencies, the German authorities shall enjoy full independence con- 
cerning the management and the exploitation, establishing of time 
tables and utilization of the stations. The uniform direction of 
the ‘service shall not suffer any interruption at the frontier of 
occupied territory. The employment of the rolling stock, etc., shall be 
entirely subject to the arrangements between the different railroad 
administrations. 

5th. All the orders and regulations concerning the railroads shall 
become ineffective at the entry into force of the Peace Treaty. 
The orders and regulations formerly in force shall remain so only 
on condition of having maintained by order of the High Com- 
mission in accordance with Article 3, or by special order of the 
High Military command, for military needs, in accordance with 
Article 10. 

6th. The regime of the personal subordinance of employees and 
railroad help, as well as the obligations and restrictions resulting, 
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shall be abolished. The German prescriptions regulating the status 
of employees and railroad help, their professional representations 
and committees, shall again be effective. 

7th. The German language shall remain official for all service 
needs, timetables and public schedules, ete. 

8th. West-European time shall not be reestablished. 

9th. The maintenance of the complete material shall be inter- 
preted to mean that the necessary material shall remain available, 
without prejudice to the general service resulting from an eventual 
lack of cars and locomotives. on account of the participation of 
occupied. territories. In the same way, the complete maintenance 
of the civil personnel shall be understood to mean that the number 
and nature of the personnel necessary at a given time shall be 
always maintained available. 

10th. As to the free transportation of troops, soldiers, officers, 
and particularly the method of controlling orders of transport, it 
would be fitting. to adopt special dispositions. A desire is emitted 
that this control right by the personnel of the German trains be 
recognized. It is considered as agreed that, the: parents of soldiers 
and officers shall not have the right to free passage. 

11th. The transportation to be effected without charge will not 
be considered as contracts of transport. For that matter, the trans- 
portation of occupation troops shall fall within the application of 
the German prescriptions. Regarding responsibilities not covered 
by. contract, the German civil laws shall apply to members of the 
armies of occupation as well. They shall also be responsible for 
damages which they might cause to the railroad administrations, 
whether directly or indirectly. 

12th. The use of the German telephone and telegraph installations, 
as well as the mail service, for railroad needs, shall not be subject to 
any restrictions. It is hoped that the railroad lines requisitioned at 
the present, time will be returned to the German authorities, insofar 
as they are not required simultaneously for military needs, 

In the same way, we desire to see the restitution, insofar as possible, 
of the installations and premises requisitioned up to the present time 
for military needs and in view of the fact that these installations and 
premises are generally indispensable to the service, that no more requi- 
sitions be effected. 

13th. The regulations of reconciliations between the administrations 
of neighboring railroads—in view of the frontier changes—especially 
the Belgian frontier, should be subject to special negotiations. The 
temporary utilization of the Herbesthal station shall also necessitate a 
special arrangement in case of the cession of that station. 
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Firru Notes, Revative To tHe Navication Recrme in Occurriep 
‘TERRITORIES 


As in the case of the railroads, it shall be necessary to clearly define, 
concerning navigation on the Rhine, the services of a military nature 
for which this navigation may be employed by the orders of the High 
Command of the Allied and Associated troops, and to fully designate 
the authority which may issue orders of this nature in the name of 
the High Command, in order that the exercise of this right may inter- 
rupt as little as possible the regular navigation traffic. In the interest 
of the regular functioning of fluvial traffic it would also be advisable 
to have the orders of the High Command addressed to the Directors 
of the Navigation Companies, and not individually to their many sub- 
ordinate functionaries. I also believe I may presume that, as is the 
case regarding freedom of circulation provided for by paragraph 4, 
the control of the navigation personnel shall be suppressed after the 
entry into force of the agreement regarding Rhenish territories, that 
is to say that the passports, control of merchandise traffic, as well as 
the restrictions issued concerning the circulation of merchandise be- 
tween the right and left banks of the Rhine, shall be abolished. It 
would appear to me that upon the establishment, of this free traffic, 
the Interallied Navigation Commission could be dissolved or that, at 
least, this Commission limit the field to its activities to purely military 
transportation, having for purpose the assurance of supplies for the 
Allied troops in occupied territory and that the Commission discon- 
tinue the intervention which it has exercised up to this time regarding 
the economic and technical conditions of Rhine navigation and over 
the ports on this river. The re-establishment of free communication 
by telegraph and telephone consented to in Par. 21 would logically 
entail the right of the Rhine navigation service to use the, telephone 
and telegraphs for the needs of their organisms. 


Reply to the Five German Notes Delivered by 
Mr. von Lewald, 
August 7, at Versailles, 
Relative 
to the Administration of the Occupied Territories 


Translation 


T.—Repiy To tHE MemoranpuM ReEvatiIvE TO THE OCCUPATION OF THE 
Lert Bank or THE RHINE 


Paragraphs 1 and 2. Preliminary remarks,—In a general manner 
the Allied and Associated Governments refer to their memorandum 
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of July 29, 1919, replying to the two memorandum delivered by the 
German Government dated July 11 and 12, 1919, on the same ques- 
tion, and to the reservations formulated in the last paragraph of the 
reply memorandum. ! 

Paragraph 8.—Application of German legislation—It is under- 
stood that the High Commission shall exercise its veto right by 
ordinances with the least delay possible. To this end, German laws 
and regulations should be communicated to the Commission prior 
to their promulgation. The High Commission reserves at all times 
the right to suspend the application of a law if circumstances de- 
mand it. The High Commission shall itself assure the publication 
of these laws and regulations in which they should be assisted by the 
German authorities. 

Paragraph 4.—Public liberties and circulation.—Public Liberties; 
the freedom of the press shall be assured in conformity with German 
legislation. If a publication infringes on the public order or the 
security of the troops, administrative and judiciary punishments 
shall be exercised in accordance with the provisions of the Conven- 
tion. 

Circulation: Circulation shall be free between the occupied and 
non-occupied territories, but an identification card should be carried 
by the interested, which they shall be obliged to present when re- 
quested according to conditions fixed by the High Commission. 
The High Commission, furthermore, reserves the right to order 
expulsions justified by the maintenance of public order or the 
security of the troops of occupation. 

Paragraph 5.—Institution of an Empire civil Commissaryship.— 
The Allied and Associated Governments refer to their previous 
reply. The Empire Commissioner cannot be officially accepted until 
after the ratification of the Treaty by three of the principal Allied 
and Associated Powers. 

Paragraph 6.—Effectives of the troops of occupation.—The effec- 
tives of the troops of occupation shall be communicated to the Ger- 
man Government as soon as possible. The German Government 
can attenuate the burden of the occupation for the Rhineland popu- 
lation by calling on the resources in material and supplies from the 
rest of the Empire. 

Paragraph 7.—Strength of the police force—The Allied and 
Associated Governments refer to their previous reply. 

Paragraph 9.—Jurisdiction privileges.—The Allied and Associated 
Governments insist, on the terms of their previous reply. They do 
not admit the principle of reciprocal amnesty which would favor one 
or another case of the German nationals. They mean to oppose 
judiciary actions of a nature to disturb the public order, in accord- 
ance with the terms of the convention and of their above-cited reply. 
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On the other hand, they shall examine with favor and in each case 
the remission of sentences pronounced in the course of the Armistice 
by military jurisdiction. 

Paragraphs 10, 11, and 12—Legal questions——The memorandum of 
the German Minister of Justice shall receive a special reply. The 
High Commission shall decide by ordinance regarding the questions 
introduced. 

Paragraph 14.—Finances.—No objections. 

Paragraph 16.—Payment of requisitions—The Allied and Asso- 
_ ciated Governments refer to their previous reply. It is mentioned 
that the requisitions effected by the German troops in France and 
Belgium have not been settled. 

Paragraph 17.—Billeting of troops——The High Commission shall 
make efforts to obtain friendly arrangements with the local authori- 
ties for the billeting of officers and men. It is pointed out that the 
German authorities may facilitate these arrangements both by evacu- 
ating the population which emigrated to the occupied territories in 
the course of the war, and by calling upon the general resources 
of the Empire. 

Paragraph 18.—Tax exemptions.—The Allied and Associated Gov- 
ernments refer to their previous reply. 

Paragraph 19.—Duty questions.—The Allied and Associated Gov- 
ernments refer to their previous reply. Concerning the Lorraine- 
Palatinate frontier the German authorities have already been in- 
vited to establish customs posts on that frontier, although it has not 
yet been officially recognized. 

Paragraph 20.—Railroads.—The note remitted by the German 
Delegation calls for a special reply. 

Paragraph 21.—Telegraph and Mail Service—The Allied and 
Associated Governments refer to their previous reply. 

Paragraph 24.—Orders for military authorities—The High Com- 
mission has full and exclusive competence in the regulation of this 
question. 

Paragraph 25.—Persons expelled. 

Paragraph 28.—Authorities of the Governments of the federated 
States. 

Paragraph 29.—Functionaries. 

Paragraph 32.—Requisitions.—The Allied and Associated Govern- 
ments refer to their previous reply and to paragraph 4 of the pres- 
ent reply. 

The occupied territories must aid in the feeding and other needs 
of the troops of occupation. The German Government should, in 
order to prevent the requisitioning of supplies and fodder, examine 
the participation of the resources of the entire Empire with a view 
to satisfying the needs of the troops of occupation. 
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1st. Preparatory labors of the High Commission—The Commis- 
sion on Rhineland territories, operating at the present time, is pre- 
paring the labors of the High Commission which shall commence 
operation only on the entry into force of the Peace Treaty. It may 
enter into unofficial relations with the Empire Commissioner. 

2nd. Distribution of Coal.—A special reply has been addressed to 
the German Government on this question. 


TI.—Repty To tHe Letter or THE GERMAN PEACE DELEGATION RELATIVE 
TO THE INSTALLATION OF THE GERMAN IMPERIAL HicH CoMMISSIONER 


The Interallied Commission on Rhineland territories has consti- 
tuted a Committee directed, in accord with the American Command, 
to proceed to a complete revision of the cantonments in Coblenz. The 
Burgomaster of Coblenz represents German authority. 

A personal lodging and office accommodations shall be provided for 
the German Imperial Commissioner, when those of the High Allied 
Commissioners shall have been determined. The consent of the Mar- 
shal of France, Commander-in-Chief of the Allied and Associated 
Armies, is not necessary. . 


IiI.—Rerty To tHe Nore oF THE GerMAN Peace Deteaation, A. D. 
H. J. H. No. 18561, Revative to THe INTERPRETATION OF THE AGREE- 
MENT CoNCERNING THE Miirary Occupation or THE RHENISH 
‘TERRITORIES 


1. As regards paragraph 1 of the German note: 

“The Allied and Associated Governments agree with the German 
Government for the interpretation which it proposes. Article 3c 
of the agreement concerns all the tribunals.” 

2. As regards the first alinea of paragraph 2a, there is nothing to 
add to the text of the memorandum already transmitted. 

As regards the second alinea, it is a question of a regulation of 
detail which shall be the subject of an ulterior examination of the 
High Commission. 

3. Paragraph 3, as well as paragraph 4, cannot be favorably  re- 
ceived, 

4, As regards paragraph 5: 

a) The officers mentioned in article 4 of the agreements are’ the 
officers whose juridical competence is defined by the regulations of 
the various armies of occupation. 
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6) The Allied and Associated Governments have no objections to 
the trying by the tribunals of the non-occupied parts of Germany of 
the delinquents already on trial before those tribunals, after the closing 
of the procedure before the tribunals of the armies of occupation. 
However, the guilty party must serve his term in the occupied terri- 
tories if the heaviest condemnation has been pronounced by the Allied 
or German judiciary tribunals of said territories. 


TV. ANSWER TO THE GERMAN Notes RELATIVE TO THE CONTROL OF THE 
RAILROADS IN THE OCCUPIED TERRITORIES 


1. General use of the Railroads.—It is understood that the Allied 
and Associated authorities shall take all measures so that the railroads 
be, as the German note asks, in a position to satisfy the economic in- 
terests of the occupied territories, in a measure compatible with mili- 
tary exigencies. 

2. Organs of transmission of the orders of the High Command.—As 
it is proposed in the German note, the orders of the Allied High Com- 
mand shall be transmitted to the railroad administration by a single 
special Organ. 

The Interallied Commission on Field Railroads is competent to fill 
that function. Subcommissions of the system and the military organs 
empowered by it to that effect shall facilitate the accomplishment of 
that task. 

The Commission has with it a German delegate to whom instructions 
are transmitted. 

That Organization corresponds to the organization of the Allied 
railroads in time of peace. 

The Interallied subcommissions on field railroads act as the Linien 
Kommandantur considered by the German note. 

3. Civil administration of railroads—It is understood that the 
civil administration of railroads shall be exercised by the German 
authorities with the reservations provided for by Article 10 of the 
agreement of June 28. 

4, Exploitation—With the same reservation, it is understood that 
the German authorities shall have full liberty as far as the exploitation 
of the systems is concerned. However, in execution of alinea 2 of 
article 10, the Commission of Interallied Railroads shall be in a posi- 
tion to control at any time that the necessary personnel and matériel for 
the upkeep and the exploitation of all lines of communication are 
maintained in full in the occupied territories. 

5. Orders and regulations.—It is understood, as the German note 
requests, that the orders and regulations concerning the railroads and 
emanating from the Command shall be maintained by decree of the 
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High Commission, in conformity with article 3 of the agreement, or 
by express order of the High Military Command for the military needs, 
in conformity with article 10. 

6. Subordination of the personnel to the orders of the Commander- 
in-Chief—The German regulations concerning the situation of the 
employees and workmen of the railroads, as well as their professional 
representation and the committees, shall be made valid under the res- 
ervation of the right of previous examination by the Interallied High 
Commission, as it was provided for all the laws and regulations in 
occupied territories: However, the Interallied Commission on field 
railroads, in application of alinea 1 of article 10, and to insure the ex- 
ecution of the orders of the High Command can pronounce or cause on 
the part of the German authorities any useful sanctions. It pertains, 
however, to the High Commission, in execution of Article 5 of the 
agreement, to pronounce the revocations and expulsions which are 
recognized as necessary. 

It shall notably be necessary to report without delay to the Inter- 
allied Commission on Field Railways all incidents of a nature to dis- 
turb the exploitation such as: agitation among the personnel, at- 
tempts to strike, etc. 

7. German language.—It is understood that the German language 
shall remain the official language for the needs of the German civil 
services. For military orders, the rules now in force shall be followed. 

The documents informing the public of the schedules for passenger 
trains and the conditions for the transportation of merchandise shall 
be drawn up in three languages: French, English and German. 

8, Western Europe Time.—That question shall be regulated later by 
the High Commission after examination of the High Command’s 
proposals by reason of the eventual necessities of troop movements 
concerning the ensemble of the systems in Allied and in occupied 
countries. 

9. Full Maintenance of the personnel and material—Article 10 
provides formally that by reason of military needs and the necessity 
of eventual troop movements, the material and the personnel must be 
maintained in full for the upkeep and the exploitation of all the lines 
of communication in the occupied territories. 

The request contained in the German notes and tending to make 
use of the material to remedy the shortage of cars and locomotives in 
the non-occupied territories cannot be accepted. 

Changes in personnel are subordinated to the observation of the 
general rules edicted [sic] on the subject by the High Commission for 
the other administrative personnel of the other occupied territories. 

10. Free transportation of troops.—That question shall be the sub- 


ject of the regulations by the High Commission upon proposals of the 
High’ Command. 
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The exemption shall apply to transportation with a regular order of 
transportation, including the transportation of the families of the 
soldiers and officers and that of the men on leave belonging to the 
corps of occupation, in conformity with the regulations of the various 
Allied Armies. 

11. Responsibility of the railroad administration as regards trans- 
portation—The responsibility of the German administrations as 
regards transportation cannot be affected by the fact that the 
transportation is made free of charge, since the agreement of June 28, 
1918 (June 25, 19162), is in itself a contract. 

That rule, however, is that observed in similar cases on the Allied 
systems in spite of the reductions and special tariffs of military 
transportation. 

12. Use of the telephone and telegraph installation and requisi- 
tioned buildings.—The High Command shall examine, according to 
the request contained in the German note, how the utilization of the 
lines and buildings now requisitioned can be regulated for the best 
of the interests of the civil service and the needs of the armies of 
occupation. 

18. Rectification of frontiers—Special agreements shall be made as 
requested in the German note. 


V—AnNswer To THE GermMAN Note RewativE To THE NavicaTION 
System IN THE OcoupPieD TERRITORIES 


The Allied and Associated Governments refer to their answer to 
the German note relative to railroads. 

1. Use of waterways.—It is understood that the military authorities 
shall take the necessary measures so that the use of the waterways of 
military needs disturb as little as possible the economic traffic. 

2. Transmission of the orders of the High Command.—As the 
German note requests, a single organ shall be charged with the trans- 
mission of the orders of the High Command. The Interallied Com- 
mission on Navigation shall be charged with that function. Its 
functioning and its organs are similar to those provided for the 
Interallied Commission on field railroads. 

3. Navigation personnel.—Same remarks as for the railroad per- 
sonnel. 

4, Restrictions enacted concerning the circulation of merchandise 
between the left and the right banks of the Rhine.—It is understood 
that these restrictions are abolished. 

5. Function of the Navigation Commission.—It is understood that 
the Navigation Commission shall not have to intervene in the economic 
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traffic. However, it shall have to supervise the execution of the 
provisions of article 10 of the agreement. 

6. Use of telegraph and telephone line-—Same remarks as for the 
lines affected to [set apart for] the railroad service. 


ye Appendix C to HD-69 
Memorandum Submitted by the British Delegation 
Amended Version* 


By the terms of the Armistice Convention signed at Treves in 
January, 1919,° Germany agreed to place the whole German Merchant 
Fleet under the control and under the flags of the Allied Powers. 

The Johann-Burchard, William Oswald, Braunschweig, Den- 
derah and Nassau have not been delivered. All except the Oswald are 
ready for sea. Continued demands have been made by the Allied 
Naval Armistice Commission to the President of the German Armis:- 
tice Commission to surrender these vessels. These demands were 
simply ignored and remained unanswered until quite recently when 
Admiral Goette stated that, the ships having been sold in 1915— 
1916 by the Hamburg Amerika line and Kosmos Line to Dutch Ship- 
ping Companies were consequently not German but Dutch ships. 

In fact, these ships were without question, originally built for 
German companies and were German property. Their transfer 
admittedly did not take place until considerably after the outbreak 
of hostilities. The Germans as well as. the Dutch were already well 
aware that this transfer was invalid, as the ships have not in fact 
dared to put out to sea in view of the certainty of their capture by 
the Allies. 

The impression gained by the naval officer who inspected the 
vessels on behalf of the Interallied Armistice Commission is that 
the Germans fully realised that the ships would have to be sur- 
rendered under the Peace Treaty. They hoped to be able to evade 
their obligation by supporting the Dutch claim and handing over 
the ships to the Dutch before the ratification of the Treaty of Peace. 

The German contention, if accepted, would amount. to the recog- 
nition of the right to transfer the property in these belligerent 
vessels to a neutral after the outbreak of hostilities. It is a con- 
tention which is not accepted by the Allied Powers. 





*The last paragraph of the original version has been altered. [Footnote in 
the original. ] 


* Vol. 0, p. 11. 
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The substance of the Allied view was brought to the attention 
of the Neutral Governments by a circular dated November 7th, 1918, 
issued by the British Government, in which it was recalled that no 
transfer of enemy tonnage during or after the War to neutral flags 
or ownership would, except by special consent be recognised before 
the final conclusion of Peace. 

This view has been finally endorsed and confirmed by all the 
Allied and Associated Powers in virtue of the express stipulation 
of the Treaty of Peace. Under the head of Reparations, Annex 3, 
Section 7, it is provided that :— 

“Germany agrees to take any measures that may be indicated to 
her by the Reparations Commission for obtaining full title to the 
property in all ships which have during the war been transferred, 


or are in process of transfer to neutral flags without the consent 
of the Allied and Associated Powers.” 


It is thus definitely established by common agreement between 
the Allied and Associated Powers and Germany that German vessels 
transferred to a neutral flag during the war without Allied consent 
must be regarded as German vessels. The obligation on the part 
of the German Government to deliver them up under the terms of 
the Armistice cannot therefore be called in question. The Germans 
are perfectly well aware of this and they are only having recourse 
to a transparent subterfuge in order to escape the obligations im- 
posed upon them by the Armistice and by the Peace Treaty to hand 
over the vessels. 

In these circumstances it is suggested that instructions be given 
to the Armistice Commission to require the German Government 
to hand over the ships without further delay. 


Ocrosrr 10, 1919. 


Appendix D to HD-69 
Resolution 
[Draft Prepared by the American Delegation] 


“It is agreed that the Commission on Polish Affairs should be 
instructed to consider Articles 100 to 104 of the Treaty of Peace 
with Germany regarding the establishment of the Free City of 
Dantzig, and to report at the earliest possible moment as to the 
measures which should be taken to assure the prompt execution 
of these clauses when the Treaty comes into force.” 

Ocroser 10, 1919. 

510124—46—-VOL. vilI——_41 
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Note by the British Delegation 
SALE BY THE GERMAN GOVERNMENT TO SwEDEN or AERIAL MATERIAL 


On August 22nd [237d] Marshal Foch, acting under the instructions 
of the Supreme Council, sent a telegram * to General Nudant for 
transmission to the German Government, forbidding the sale or export 
of German aircraft and aircraft material. 

On September 30th [29th] as a result of further infringements of 
the Air Clauses of the Peace Treaty, the Supreme Council instructed 
Marshal Foch to send a further telegram to the same effect, adding 
that the German Government would be required to hand over to the 
Allies the proceeds of all sales already made.” This telegram was 
despatched on the same date. 

Information has now been received to the effect that early in Sep- 
tember a Swede by the name of Mr. Ranft was arranging to purchase 
30 aeroplanes in Germany and was placing other orders for aircraft 
in Germany, also that the Autogesellschaft in Berlin had offered the 
Swedish Army two German aeroplanes as a gift and had requested 
permission for aeroplanes to be flown from Germany to Stockholm. 

In order to put a stop to these transactions and to prevent further 
infringements of the Air Clauses the following resolution is proposed. 

1. “That the German Government shall be required to provide the 
President of the Interallied Aeronautical Commission of Control with 
full particulars of all aircraft and aircraft material sold or exported 
since the Armistice, and that the value of this material shall be esti- 
mated by the President of the Interallied Aeronautical Commission 
of Control, and shall be paid to him by January 31st, 1920.” 

2. “That Marshal Foch shall be instructed to enquire into Mr. 
Ranft’s transactions and the reported gift of two aeroplanes to the 
Swedish Army and shall also request the German Government to for- 
ward a statement with regard to these matters”. 


7 Ocroper, 1919. 


Appendix F to HD-69 


PEACE CONFERENCE COMMISSION 
ON INTERNATIONAL LABOR, LEGISLATION 


Paris, October 7, 1919. 
From: General Secretary of the Commission on International Labor 
Legislation. 


» Appendix C to HD-87, vol. vu, p. 823. 
» HD-63, minute 2, p. 480. 
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To: The Ambassador of France, General Secretary of the Peace 
Conference. 


The representatives of the French labor organizations insist that 
Luxembourg be invited to take part in the International Labor 
Conference at Washington. ' 

Luxembourg is not one of the 32 States who are original members 
of the League of Nations, nor one of the thirteen who have been 
invited to agree with the pact. 

As regards the International organization of labor, Luxembourg 
is therefore in the same situation as Finland regarding which the 
Supreme Council took a decision on October 2nd,” a decision similar 
to that already adopted for Germany and Austria and which seems 
applicable to all the neutrals not included in the list of the 13 nations 
inv.ted to agree to the pact. 

I therefore think that the Government of the United States, in 
conformity with that decision, will not refuse to give the visa 
on the passports of the eventual delegates from Luxembourg, and 
that, should they go, the Washington Conference will decide on 
their admission at the same time as that of Germany, Austria and 
Finland. 

I am not in a position to inform the Government of Luxembourg 
of the general decision of the Supreme Council, above mentioned, 
and I can only ask you to inform that Government, if it has not 


already been done. 
ArTHouR FonTAINE 


* HD-65, minute 6, p. 489. 


Paris Peace Conf, 180.03501/70 HD-70 


Notes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers Held in M. Pichon’s Room at the Quai d’Orsay, Paris, 
on Wednesday, October 15, 1919, at 10: 30 a. m. 


PRESENT 
AMERICA, 

UNITED STATES OF BririsH HMPIRE FRANCE 
Mr. F. L. Polk Sir Byre Crowe. M. Pichon. 
Secretary Secretary Secretaries 
Mr. A. W. Dulles. Mr. H. Norman. M. Dutasta. 

M. de St. Quentin. 
Ivaty JAPAN 
M. Scialoja M. Matsui. 
Secretary Secretary 
M. Barone Russo. M. Kawai. 
Joint Secretariat 
AMERICA, UNITED STATES or .... Mr. C. Russell 
British /HMPIRE........... Capt. Hinchley-Cooke 
HRAN ODI. he te sea ate fe M. Massigli 
Praty WSs 57, Aas FRAGA | M. Zanchi 


Inierpreter—M. Mantoux 


The following were also present for the items in which they ‘were concerned : 


AMERICA, UNITED STATES OF 
General Bliss 

Mr. E. L. Dresel 

Major Tyler 

Captain Gordon 


BritiIsH EMPIRE 
General Sackville-West 
Lt. Col. Kisch 

Mr. Carr 

Captain Fuller 
Commandant Dunne 
Mr. Shearman 


FRANCE 

Marshal Foch 

M. Loucheur 
General Weygand 
M. Laroche 
General LeRond 
M. Fromageot 

M. Escoffier 


ITALY 


General Cavallero 
M. Brambilla 

M. Vannutelli-Rey 
M. Pilotti 


JAPAN 


M. Shigemitsu 
M. Nagaoka 
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1. (The Council had before it a draft note addressed to the Ger- 
man Government to be communicated by the Allied Naval Armistice 
Pt a Commission (See Appendix “A”). This note was 
German Govern- | prepared by the British Delegation.) 


ment Relative to 


German Ships Sir Eyre Crowe said that pursuant to his instruc- 
Transferred 


During the tions from the Supreme Council in the preceding 

pavization meeting the British Delegation had prepared a draft 

note to be sent to the President of the German Naval 

Armistice Commission.1_ The principles enunciated in this note had 
already been approved by the Council at its preceding meeting. 

M. Loucuevr said that the French Delegation did not agree to our 
demand being based on the terms of the Armistice, as the Armistice 
would cease to be operative in a few days. The Reparation Com- 
mission, and not the Armistice Commission, would have to take pos- 
session of these vessels. He therefore thought that it would not be 
well to act on the basis of the Armistice. 

Str Eyre Crowe said that we were still subject to the terms of the 
Armistice; the only proper procedure therefore was that proposed 
by him. 

M. Lovucuevr said that, assuming that on the day when our note 
would reach Germany the Peace Treaty should already have be- 
come operative, the Reparation Commission alone would then be 
qualified to take possession of the vessels. He proposed to add a 
paragraph to the effect that if when our demands should be met 
the Peace Treaty had become operative the Reparations Commission 
would take possession of the vessels. 

Sm Eyre Crowe stated that the matter had dragged on long 
enough and that it was important to settle our difference with the 
Dutch Government as soon as possible. He feared that the draft 
proposed by M. Loucheur would be apt to result in the Germans 
doing nothing. We should inform them of the reasons upon which 
our claim is based and that it is formulated by virtue of the terms 
of the Armistice. Moreover, he found no difficulty in admitting that 
if our note should not arrive until such time as the Armistice would 
cease to be operative, the Reparations Commission would take the 
matter in hand. : 

M. Loucnevr said that he could accept the terms of Sir Eyre 
Crowe’s note as far as the Germans were concerned, but as regards 
relations between Allies he could not admit that it should be specified 
that the vessels should be delivered to the Armistice Commission. 
At least he could only admit this on one condition; to-wit, that: it 
should be clearly understood that if, at the time of the delivery of 


*HD-69, minute 7, p. 609. 
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the vessels, the Peace Treaty should be operative the Reparation 
Commission would take possession thereof. 

Str Eyre Crowe agreed. 

Mr. Pork also agreed. 

Sm Eyre Crowe stated that a question of form still remained to 
be settled. It seemed to him desirable that the note should be pub- 
lished and a copy thereof be delivered to Baron von Lersner. 

(It was decided : 

(1) to accept the draft Note to be transmitted to the German 
Government through the intermediary of the Naval Armistice Com- 
mission, prepared by the British Delegation; 

(2) that in the event of the Treaty of Peace coming into force 
before the delivery of the ships in question, the Reparation Com- 
mission should be charged with taking possession of them. 


It was further decided: 

to publish the Note and transmit a copy to Baron von Lersner.) 

2. Sir Eyre Crows stated that the British Naval Representative 
had received a telegram from the Commander of the Naval Forces 
in the Gulf of Riga. According to this telegram the Commander of 
anal ik the Naval forces had ordered the Germans to evacuate 
the Baltie the Dvina front before noon of October 15th, failing 

which he would open fire on them. The Council was 
evidently face to face with a fait accompli in view of the fact. that 
this ultimatum had actually been sent. ‘The British Admiralty wished 
to know the views of the Supreme Council in this respect. The situa- 
tion was evidently abnormal inasmuch as there was no definite infor- 
mation as to what had taken place and as to what the Germans had 
done. According to the latest British information the Letts were 
still holding out in Riga, but no one knew how long they could resist. 

Marsuan Focw said that he knew the situation of the Letts and 
Esthonians as well as one could know it from Paris, but that it was 
difficult to tell from here what should be done. 

M, Picuon stated that it seemed to him that the Council should 
confine itself to taking note of this communication ; it should consider 
that the officers on the spot had taken the necessary measures. 

Marsuau Focu stated that he desired to call the attention of the 
Council to the great importance of the Allied and Associated Powers 
being represented at Berlin or at Riga by a General Officer, whom it 
had already been proposed to the German Government to send. The 
departure of this officer should be hastened. 

M. Picuon stated that according to the telegram which he had 
received that morning the National Assembly would that day take 
action on the reply to be made to our note. As soon as this answer 
was received measures would have to be taken and our representative 
would have to be sent. 
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Marsuat Focu stated that this representative should have instruc- 
tions from the Council defining the attitude which he should adopt 
toward the German Government. , 

3. (The Council had before it a note from the Committees. on Polish 
and on Baltic Affairs, drafted at a joint meeting, relative to the 
b . military occupation of Dantzig and Memel. (See 

ccupation of : 
Dantzig and Appendix “B.”) 

M. Larocue read and commented on the note of 
these Committees and directed the attention of the Council to the 
last paragraph of this note respecting Memel. It seemed to the Com- 
mittees, sitting in joint session, that. it was not proper to interfere 
with local administrative functions in view of the uncertainty of the 
future fate of Memel. Therefore it had seemed advisable to specify 
that the Commanding Officer of the forces of Occupation should only 
have such powers as would be conferred upon him by International 
Law with a view to the maintenance of order. When the Commission 
had settled upon a battalion and a half of infantry, a squadron of cay- 
alry and a machine gun section—a total of about 1700 men—as the 
strength of the forces for the occupation of Memel, it had taken a 
strictly local point of view. It had not thought itself qualified to con- 
sider the question raised by virtue of the presence of German forces 
in the Baltic provinces. The Allied High Command would be compe- 
tent to reinforce the troops of occupation if it should deem it neces- 
sary in view of the actual situation existing in the neighboring terri- 
tory. 

With respect to Dantzig, the situation was different. There was 
no question in that case of a plebiscite region, and forces of occupation 
had not been provided for by the Peace Treaty. The Allied Powers 
were only to send a delimitation commission there at first; the League 
of Nations was to appoint the High Commissioner. In view of this 
situation the Supreme Council some time ago, on the motion of the 
Committee on the Execution of the Treaty, decided to send an admin- 
istrative commissioner to Dantzig,’ but in the actual state of affairs no 
one was able to say whether it was necessary to send troops there. 

In order to solve the difficulty therefore, the Council had adopted 
the following expedient: in its last session it decided to send troops to 
Allenstein and Marienwerder.? A base at Dantzig was necessary for 
the supply of these troops and this base would have to be strong 
enough to insure its own safety. It was only in this manner and 
on such grounds that troops could be sent to Dantzig at once, but the 
troops at this base were not to interfere to maintain public order 
in the free city itself unless commanded to do so by the High Com- 


7 HD-8, minute 3(c), vol. vir, pp. 160, 161. 
7 HD-69, minute 5, p, 604. 
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missioner of the League of Nations. However, if trouble should 
break out before the High Commissioner’s arrival, the: Adminis- 
trative Commissioner could bring to the attention of the Principal 
Allied and Associated Powers the necessity of occupying Dantzig with 
Interallied forces. In such a contingency the base troops could be 
used for police duties in the city. 

(It was decided: 

to accept the proposal made by the Commission on Polish Affairs 
and the Commission on Baltic Affairs in regard to the occupation of 
Dantzig and Memel.) . 


4, Marsuat Focus observed that as the Council now had a more or 
less solid base on which to work, he wished to revert to his suggestion 
made the previous session; to-wit, that a commis- 


arena kot sion composed of military and diplomatic representa- 
Gectne tn tives must be formed for determining the composition 


of forces of occupation. 

M. Picwon said that he did not see the necessity for appointing 
diplomatic representatives; he thought it would suffice if Marshal 
Foch should assemble the Military Representatives. 

MarsHau Focu dissented and said that the point which he always 
found troublesome was above all the question of Upper Silesia. He 
wished to know to what extent the British Government was disposed 
to take part in the occupation of this region. 

Sir Eyre Crows said that he did not minimize the importance of 
the question of Upper Silesia, but it seemed to him that the question 
of Allenstein, for instance, was of equal importance and that all 
similar problems should be considered together. 

GxunrRaL Wercanp wished to insist on the appointment of Diplo- 
matic representatives. He felt that if the Allied and Associated 
Powers were to let themselves be guided by purely military con- 
siderations they would, for instance, be tempted to have the same 
corps occupy Upper Silesia and the Duchy of Teschen; if this were 
done, however, he thought it would contravene the spirit of the 
Treaty. Similarly, they might think of grouping under the same 
command the forces of occupation of Allenstein and Marienwerder; 
whereas, politically, the situation of these regions was entirely 
different. 

M. Picuon agreed with this opinion and thought that each of the 
Allied Powers could designate a diplomatic representative to be 
attached to the military representatives. He designated M. Laroche. 

(It was decided: | 


that Marshal Foch, together with the Military Representatives of 
the Allied and Associated Powers, with whom diplomatic represen- 
tatives of these Powers might collaborate, should study the question 
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of the Interallied ‘forces which should occupy the districts which, 
under the terms of the Treaty of Peace, were to be or might be occu- 
pied by Interallied forces, and that these representatives should sub- 
mit their proposals to the Supreme Council at the earliest possible 
opportunity.) 

5. (The Council had before it a note addressed to it with respect to 
the composition of the Commissions of Delimitation of the German 
aan oe and Austrian frontiers (See Appendix nt OE and a 
Commissions of draft set of instructions relative to the Commissions 

of Delimitation. (See Appendix “D”.) ) 

Generat Lz Ronn stated that the instructions now before the 
Council had been unanimously adopted, with the exception that a 
difference of opinion had been developed relative to the salaries of 
the members of these commissions. The British Delegation had not 
yet indicated whether it had changed its point of view (See Appen- 
dix “D”, Article ITI, A, Note I). 

Sm Eyre Crows stated that the British Government was still of 
the opinion that according to the terms of the Peace Treaty, all 
charges arising out of delimitations should be borne by the interested 
parties and not by Allied countries, This was a question of principle 
and the payment of these salaries was one of these charges. If this 
point of view were not admitted, the matter would have to be taken 
to Parliament, as a fiscal measure was involved. 

GeneraL Lz Ronp said that the four other delegations did not 
agree with the British delegation with respect to this interpreta- 
tion of the Treaty. The Treaty provided that the expenses of the 
Delimitation Commissions should be borne by the interested countries, 
but do these expenses include the salaries of officers? He was not 
inclined to think so. If an officer belonging to a Delimitation Com- 
mission were on duty in his own country his Government would 
have to pay his salary. Furthermore, a question of morale is in- — 
volved which should not be overlooked; he did not believe it possible 
to charge the salaries of officers to Powers interested in this work 
of delimitation, especially if they should happen to be our Allies. 
He insisted that a distinction should be drawn between the salaries 
of officers and allowances. The salaries of officers should only 
be charged to their respective Governments. The allowances should 
be charged to the countries interested in the work of delimitation 
and it is they who should bear the heaviest part of the burden. 
He wished, moreover, to repeat that several delegations were un- 
willing to compromise on this point of morale. 

Sim Eyre Crowe said that the difficulty was that the British 
officers who were sent to these Commissions would otherwise be 
demobilized; therefore, as he had already remarked, a Parliamen- 
tary grant would have to be obtained. 
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M. Picuon observed that the French delegation had to take ac- 
count of the fact that all additional expenses imposed upon Ger- 
many diminished by so much the amount remaining available for 
reparations. France, being the country most interested in this ques- 
tion, since she had suffered the most in the war, felt that Germany 
should be charged with as few expenses of this kind as possible. 
If Sir Eyre Crowe were right in using the Parliamentary argu- 
ment, the French were also justified in doing so. 

GxnrRAL Lz Ronp stated that two delegations had declared that 
they would never agree to the salaries of their officers being paid 
‘by a foreign Power. 

M. Picuon asked Sir Eyre Crowe to impress upon his Govern- 
ment the argument of the majority of the Commission. 

M. Scratosa remarked that the draft set of instructions relative 
to the Commissions of Delimitation mentioned the creation of a 
central body. 

GrneraL Le Ronp observed that the creation of such a body 
was not under discussion. 

M. Sctatosa remarked that it was at least mentioned and added 
that there was already a central body, to wit, the Committee on 
the Execution of the Treaty and its special sub-committee. 

GENERAL Lz Ronp stated that his Committee had intentionally 
employed the expression “central body” to designate the body, what- 
ever it might be, charged with the constitution and organization 
of the Delimitation Commissions and the supervision of their ac- 
tivities. At present that body was the Sub-committee of the Com- 
mittee on the Execution of the Treaty. 

Mr. Porx stated that the American Government had already 
declared that it seemed very desirable that the Delimitation Com- 
missions should not be able to make separate communications to 
the interested Governments and that one single central body should 
be competent to make these communications and to coordinate the 
work of the Commissions, 

M. Sctarosa remarked that this was not in contradiction with 
what he had said. 

(It was decided: 


to approve the draft Note relative to the Composition of the 
Commissions of Delimitation of the frontiers of Germany and 
Austria (Delegations of Powers not interested) as well as the draft 
instructions relative to Commissions of Delimitation, dated the 6th 
October, 1919, (See Appendices “CG” and “D”), with the reserva- 
tion that Sir Eyre Crowe should request the agreement of the 
British Government to the opinion, expressed by the four other 
Delegations, that the members of the Commissions of Delimitation 
should be paid by their respective Governments.) 
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6. .(The Council had before it a note from the French Delegation 
dated the 18th October, 1919. (See Appendix “E”.) ) 
M. Larocue desired to call the attention of the 


Fores at the Council to the importance of not proceeding to the 
Sema deposit of ratifications before being assured that the 


coming into force of the Treaty would find the Allied 
and Associated Powers prepared. The Committee on the Execution 
of the Treaty could be instructed to immediately draw up a list of 
the measures which have to be taken during the first weeks following 
the taking effect of the Treaty, as well as the Commissions to be 
appointed, and to ask each Government if it had prepared the nomina- 
tions which it had to make under the Treaty. 

Str Eyre Crows stated that he agreed fully to what M. Laroche 
had suggested, and added that he desired to take advantage of the 
presence of Marshal Foch to submit an even more general question. 
He wished to ask if the Allied and Associated Powers were inclined 
to substitute the means of action given by the Treaty of Peace for 
those obtaining under the Armistice. He thought that they should 
particularly ask themselves in view of the situation now existent 
in the Baltic Provinces, whether it would be to the interest of the 
Allied and Associated Powers to ratify the Treaty. There was no 
doubt that this ratification would deprive them of weapons which 
the Armistice gave them. At the present moment German ships 
could be stopped in the Baltic; this could no longer be done were the 
Treaty in effect. If more energetic action in the Baltic Provinces 
became necessary, were they better armed by virtue of the Treaty 
or of the Armistice? He recognized that the question had two sides; 
thus the use of Polish troops in the Baltic Provinces had formerly 
been opposed for fear that their use might have unfortunate results 
with respect to Upper Silesia and might cause new disturbances in 
the coal districts. The Allied occupation of Upper Silesia pre- 
scribed by the Treaty would obviate that difficulty. A problem was 
here presented which should be carefully studied. 

Marsuaz Focu stated that he agreed with Sir Eyre Crowe. 

(It was decided: 


that the Committee on the Execution of the Treaty should be 
requested 


(1) to submit to the Council at the earliest possible opportunity 
a list of the measures to be taken by the Allied and Associated 
Powers in the first weeks following the entry of the Treaty into 
force, together with a list of the Commissions to be appointed_in these 
first weeks ; : 
(2) to notify the Supreme Council as soon as possible of the 
steps taken by the Allied and Associated Governments and those 
which remain to be taken, in view of the entry of the Treaty into 
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force, pointing out those measures which these Governments were 
not in a position to take immediately ; rade} 

(3) to compare the value under present conditions of the means 
of action placed at the disposal of the Allied and Associated Powers 
by the Treaty of Versailles with those now available to them by 
virtue of the terms of the Armistice.) 


7. (The Council had before it a note from the General Secretariat 
of the Peace Conference (See Appendix “F”’).) ) 
M. Fromaceor read and commented upon the note of the General 


Secretariat. The question of adhering to the Cove- 
Adhesion of 


Neutral States nant of the League of Nations was especially im- 
to the Covenant . 3 f h h 

of fhe Teakue portant with respect to Spain, inasmuch as she was 
0. ations 


a member of the Council of the League of Nations 
and the latter had immediately to make a large number of decisions. 
If Spain were given two months to signify her adhesion to the 
Covenant she would not be able to take part in the meetings of the 
Council, or at least she could not take part in the deliberations which 
would have to take place immediately. 

M. PicHon remarked that Spain had already indicated that she 
would adhere to the Covenant. 

M. Fromacxor pointed out that she had only done so unofficially ; 
in order to avoid all difficulty it was necessary that as soon as Spain 
had received the official invitation addressed to her she should imme- 
diately signify her adhesion. With respect to the other neutral 
Powers, it was equally urgent that their adhesion should be obtained 
as soon as possible. Two methods of procedure might be used: first, 
either the Minister of Foreign Affairs should deliver to the heads of 
the diplomatic missions of. the interested Governments in Paris a 
certified copy of the Treaty of Versailles, notifying them of the date 
of the coming into force of the Treaty; the neutral states would have 
a two months period within which to signify their adhesion to the 
Covenant by a declaration addressed to the General Secretary of the 
League of Nations. Or, secondly, the President of the Peace Con- 
ference should telegraph the heads of the various neutral Govern- 
ments in question, while at the same time a certified copy of the 
Treaty of Versailles should be delivered to the heads of their diplo- 
matic missions in Paris. The second procedure seemed to him less 
practical. 

Sm Eyre Crows suggested that both methods might be employed 
at the same time. 

M. Fromacror agreed. He desired to insist upon the fact that a 
certified copy of the whole Treaty of Versailles, and not only a copy 
of the Covenant of the League, should be transmitted. Indeed, the 
Treaty in its different parts contained a series of measures to be 
taken by the Council of the League of Nations. In accepting mem- 
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bership in the League the Governments in question would have to take 
note of and must accept all obligations arising out of the Treaty. 
Smr Eyre Crowe agreed. 
(It was decided: 


(1) that the neutral States which, under the terms of the Annex 
to the Covenant of the League of Nations were to be invited to agree 
to the Covenant, should be informed officially of the contents of the 
Covenant and the obligations of the League of Nations relative to the 
execution of the Treaty of Peace; 

(2) that these States should be notified of the entry of the Treaty 
into force, as soon after such entry as possible.) 


(It-was also decided : 


that these two notifications should be made at the same time by the 
French Minister of Foreign Affairs, acting under the authority of 
the Supreme Council, to the Chiefs of the diplomatic missions in 
Paris of the Governments interested, and by a telegram from the 
President of the Conference to the Heads of the neutral Govern- 
ments interested. A certified copy of the Treaty should be trans- 
mitted to the Representatives of the neutral Governments at Paris.) 


8. Str Eyre Crows said that the Council of the League of Nations 

must immediately after the coming into force of the Treaty formulate 

a complete series of measures to be taken. The Presi- 

ele per dent of the United States must call this Council. 

coe Leanna et Could he do it before the Treaty had been ratified by 
the American Senate? 

Mr. Potx stated that the question had already been settled at the 
meeting of the Supreme Council of the 15th September (H. D.53).* It 
had been agreed that he should suggest to President Wilson the calling 
of the Council of the League for a meeting which would be devoted 
entirely to the consideration of questions demanding the action of the 
Council a short time after the coming into force of the Treaty. He 
thought that he could obtain a formal assurance to this effect. He 
added that he would welcome any suggestions which the Drafting 
Committee might deem opportune. 

Sir Eyre Crowe stated that before the coming into force of the 
Treaty there should be no doubt on the point of President Wilson’s 
calling the Council. Otherwise, everything would remain unsettled. 

Mr. Potk said that he would immediately communicate with 
Washington. 

M. Fromaceor called the attention of the Council to the very delicate 
situation which the coming into force of the Treaty would create at 
Dantzig, Memel and in the Sarre Basin. The day the Treaty would 
come into force Germany would lose all authority in these districts. 


“Minute 9, p. 213. 
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If trouble should arise the Allied and Associated Powers would be 
entirely responsible. 

Sir Eyre Crowe observed that the League of Nations should begin 
to operate and formulate decisions the very day of the coming into 
force of the Treaty. He would almost say that the minutes of the 
first meeting of the Council should be drawn up beforehand. He 
suggested that the Secretary General of the League of Nations should 
now be notified of the questions on which the Council would 
immediately have to take decisions. 

M. Escorrter said that the Secretariat of the League of Nations had 
itself to be confirmed by the Supreme Council. 

M. Manvovx observed that this was not true of the Secretary Gen- 
eral, who was designated by the Treaty. 

(It was decided: 


(1) that Mr. Polk should obtain an assurance from Washington, 
that, without awaiting the ratification of the Treaty of Peace by the 
United States Senate, President Wilson would convoke the Council 
of the League of Nations for a meeting, which should be held in 
Europe; 

(2) that the Secretary General of the League of Nations should, 
at the present time, be notified unofficially by the Secretariat General 
of the Peace Conference of the questions which, upon the entry of the. 
Treaty of Peace into force, would require immediate action by the 
Council of the League of Nations.) 


9. (The Council had before it a note from the Secretariat General 
of the Peace Conference, dated 14th October, 1919. (See Appen- 


dix “G”,)) 
Wee a. M. Picuon commented briefly on this note of the 
Ae Mae Secretariat General. He remarked that in the 
Pe opinion of the French Delegation there was no pos- 


sible analogy between the position of members of the 
Commissions of Control and Military Attachés. Moreover, Military 
Attachés wear the uniform when on duty and officers of Commissions 
of Control are always on duty. The French Government was entirely 
opposed to the personnel of these Commissions of Control being 
obliged to wear civilian clothing. Moreover, among this military 
personnel there were noncommissioned officers and men. If they were 
obliged to wear civilian clothing difficulties would arise. There was no 
intention of riding rough shod over German prejudices or of abusing 
our victory; nevertheless, Germany must accustom herself to the idea 
that she was beaten. Allied officers in Germany have a definite mil- 
itary mission to fulfil. They cannot be expected to wear civilian 
dress in the execution of their duties. 
Sir Eyre Crowe agreed entirely with M. Pichon. He added that 
in his mind there was no doubt that the German demand was not 


THE COUNCIL OF HEADS OF DELEGATIONS 649 


aimed at preventing possible friction alone. It was a question of 
something more. Whoever knew Germany knew that a man in uni- 
form is far more respected than a civilian. The idea of the Germans 
was to diminish the prestige of Allied officers. 

(It was decided: 


not to grant the wish expressed by the German Government that, 


upon the entry into force of the Treaty of Peace, the members of 
the Interallied Missions of Control should wear civilian clothing.) 


10. (The Council had before it a draft note addressed to the Ger- 
man Delegation, prepared. by the Committee on the Execution of the 
Treaty (See Appendix “H”), in reply to the note of 


Nueofit cer. the German Delegation prepared at’ Versailles 22nd 

Respetioement September, 1919.) 

tor GrneraL Le Ronp read and commented briefly 
upon the note of the Committee on the Execution of 

the Treaty. 


(It was decided: 


to accept the draft reply to the Note of the German Delegation 
respecting the District of Memel, prepared by the Committee on 
the Execution of the Treaty. (See Appendix “H”’.)) 

(The Meeting then adjourned) 


Hore pe Criton, Parts, 15 October, 1919. 





Appendix A to HD-70 


Draft Note From the Supreme Council to the Allied Naval Armistice 
Commission for Communication to the President of the German 
Armistice Commission 

Paris, 15 October, 1919. 
You are requested to transmit the following note to the German 

Government on behalf of the Supreme Council of the Allied and 

Associated Powers, with as little delay as possible. 

By the terms of the Armistice Convention signed at Treves in 

January, 1919, Germany agreed to place the whole of the German 

merchant fleet under the control and under the flag of the Allied and 


Associated Powers. 
In particular five vessels, namely the 


Johann Heinrich Burchard, 
William Oswald, 
Braunschweig, 

Denderah and 

Nassau 
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‘have not been delivered on the pretext that these ships, having been 
sold in 1915-1916 by the Hamburg-Amerika Line and Kosmos Line 
to Dutch Shipping Companies, were consequently not German but 
Dutch ships. ‘ 

The German Government have been repeatedly informed, through 
the President of the Allied Naval Armistice Commission, that the 
Allied and Associated Powers do not recognise any transfer of enemy 
tonnage to neutral flags or ownership during the war, except by 
er consent. . ; 

Under the head of Reparation, Annex 3, Section 7, in the Treaty of 
Peace, it is provided that :-— 


Germany agrees to take any measures that may be indicated to 
her by the Reparation Commission for obtaining the full title to 
the property in all ships which have during the war been trans- 
ferred, or are in process of transfer, to neutral flags, without the 
consent of the Allied and Associated Governments. 


It is thus definitely established by common agreement between the 
Allied and Associated Powers and Germany that German vessels 
transferred to a neutral flag during the war without Allied consent 
must be regarded as German vessels. The obligation on the part of 
the German Government to deliver them up cannot, therefore, be called 
in question. In consequence the German Government is required :— 


(1) to send without further delay the five vessels above named 
to the Firth and [of] Forth for delivery to the Allied and Asso- 
ciated Powers. 

(2) to remove the nucleus Dutch crews now on board and to 
substitute for them German crews. 

(3) to have removed forthwith the Dutch name and Dutch 
port of registry at present temporarily painted on each vessel. 

(4) to permit a free inspection of the William Oswald by 
officers representing the Allied and Associated Powers whenever 
desired by them. 

(5) to have the Nassau and Braunschweig brought down 
the river Weser from Bremen to Bremerhaven by German crews, 
and berthed wherever directed by the Allied Senior Naval Officer 
in German waters. 


The German Government is requested to acknowledge this com- 
munication immediately on its receipt and to reply to it. 


British Detzcation, October 14, 1919. 


Appendix B to HD-70 


Report of the Committees on Polish and Baltic Affairs Relative to the 
Military Occupation of Dantzig and Memel 


The Commissions on Polish and Baltic Affairs, at a joint meeting, 
understanding that the Constitution of the Free City of Dantzig has 
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for principle the nomination of a High Commissioner by the League 
of Nations, consider that it will be the duty of this High Commis- 
sioner to request, should occasion arise, the despatch of a corps of 
occupation for facilitating the organization of the Free City of 
Dantzig. ; 

Moreover, it would appear necessary to establish at Dantzig a base 
for the revictualing of troops charged with the occupation of the terri- 
tories of Allenstein and Marienwerder. This base should immediately 
permit of sufficient effectives to assure, in case of need, the maintenance 
of order necessary for its functioning. 

Finally, the Commissions consider that the occupation, properly 
called, of the territory of the Free City of Dantzig by Interallied 
troops could be decided by the Principal Allied and Associated Powers 
in case of necessity indicated by the official for the administration of 
order temporarily designated by them as their representative until the 
designation of the High Commissioner named by the League of 
Nations. 

The local administration would continue, in any event until the 
establishment of the Constitution. 

As regards Memel, the Commission considers that the territory 
should be occupied by Interallied troops until such time as its final 
disposition shall be definitely fixed by the Principal Allied and Associ- 
ated Powers. 

The troops of occupation, being placed there for the sole purpose 
of maintaining public order, should consist of a battalion and a half 
of infantry, a squadron of cavalry and a section of mitrailleuses, 
totalling 1700 men. 

The local administration will continue to function, subject to pow- 
ers conferred upon the commander of the forces of occupation, under 
international law, for the maintenance of order. 
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Note to the Supreme Council on the Subject of the Composition of the 
Commissions on Delimitation of the Frontiers Between [of] Ger- 
many and [of] Austria 


(Delegations of the non-concerned Powers) 
[Ocroser 6, 1919.] 
I.—Pretiminary Mnasvures 


The Committee of Execution asks that a decision be immediately 
arrived at by the Supreme Council on the following points: 

1st. Designation by the Council of the League of Nations of the 
three Powers, outside of France and Germany, charged with the ap- 
pointment of the members of the Commission on the delimitation 
of the Saar Basin frontiers. 

(Article 48, Part III) of the Peace Treaty with Germany. 

2nd. Designation of the three Principal Allied and Associated 
Powers charged with the nomination of the High Commissioner and 
of the two members of the Commission on the Delimitation of the 
frontiers of the Dantzig territory.* 

(Article 101, Part III) of the Peace Treaty with Germany. 

3rd. Designation of the three Principal Allied and Associated 
Powers, outside of Italy, charged with the appointment of the mem- 
bers of the Commission on the delimitation of the frontier between 
Italy and Austria. 

(Article 36, Part III) of the Peace Treaty with Austria. 

4th. The Committee calls the attention of the Supreme Council 
to the advisability of having the Commissioners of the various Com- 
missions on the Delimitations of the frontiers of Germany and Aus- 
tria, those of the Powers concerned included, meet very soon in Paris. 
The first meeting could have only an unofficial character if certain 
Powers consider that it will be better to postpone the official nomina- 
tions of their Commissioners; in any case, it would allow the latter 
to study together the material preparation of their commissions and 
to study in particular the organization of their means of transpor- 
tation. 

TI.—Composit10on or THE CoMMISSIONS 


The Committee on the Execution proposes that the Delegations of 
the Principal Allied and Associated Powers be composed as follows, 
the Commissioners being chosen as far as possible among the technical 
officers : 


*See Page 3, Par. 5. Nore—Frontiers of Germany. [Footnote in the original.] 
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A.—PEACE TREATY WITH GERMANY 


1st. Commission on the Delimitation of the frontiers between 
Belgium and Germany. (Article 35, Part III.) 


One American Commissioner 


One British 

One French * 
One Italian 6 
One Japanese . 


Eventually a technician shall be added * upon the request of the 
President of the Commission. 

(Commission to be constituted within a fortnight following the 
going into force of the Peace Treaty.) 

2nd. Commission on the delimitation of the frontier of the Saar 
Basin. (Article 48, Part III.) 

The three powers, besides France and Germany, who shall be desig- 
nated to appoint the Commissioners of the Commission shall appoint 
each one: 

One Commissioner. 

Eventually a technician shall be appointed * upon the request of the 
President of the Commission. 

(Commission to be constituted within a fortnight following the 
going into force of the Peace Treaty.) 

3rd. Commission on the delimitation of the Czecho-Slovak fron- 
tiers, Ratibor Section. 

(Article 83, Part IIT.) 


One American Commissioner 


One British 
One French “f 
One Italian = 


One Japanese 


Eventually a technician shall be appointed upon the request of 
the President.* 

(Commission to be constituted within a fortnight of the going into 
force of the Peace Treaty.) 

4th. Commission on the delimitation of the frontier between Ger- 
many and Poland. 

(Article 87, Part ITI.) 


America: 1 Commissioner, 1 Assistant Commissioner, 2 technical 
officers. ; ; ih ’ 
England: 1 Commissioner, 1 Assistant Commissioner, 2 technical 


officers. 


* Intended to act as Secretary of the Commission. [Footnote in the original.] 
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France: 1 Commissioner, 1 Assistant Commissioner, 2 technical 
officers. t 

Italy: 1 Commissioner, 1 Assistant Commissioner, 2 technical 
officers. 

Japan: 1 Commissioner, 1 Assistant Commissioner. 


That Commission shall be on the spot as soon as the Treaty goes 
into force. 

5th. Commission on the delimitation of the frontier of the Dantzig 
territory. 

The Commission is composed of three members, including one High 
Commissioner, President, appointed by the Principal Allied and Asso- 
ciated Powers, one member appointed by Germany and one by Poland. 

Eventually a technician shall be appointed* upon the request. of 
the President. 

That Commission shall be on the spot as soon as the Treaty goes 
into force. 

The Committee proposes that the members of the Commission on 
the Delimitation of the frontiers of the Dantzig territory be chosen 
from among the members of the Commission on the Delimitation of 
the frontier between Germany and Poland, since this last Commis- 
sion has a very large personnel. Under these conditions the Presi- 
dent of the Commission on the Delimitation of the frontier between 
Germany and Poland should also be the President. of the Commis- 
sion on the delimitation of the frontier of the Dantzig territory. 

6th. Commission on the delimitation of the frontier between Ger- 
many and Denmark. (Article IIT [7/7] Part ITT.) 


One American Commissioner 


One British - 
One French = 
One Italian . 
One Japanese : 


Eventually a technician shall be appointed upon the request of the 
President of the Commission. 

Those Commissioners can be chosen from among the members of 
other Commissions having finished their work. 

Commission to be constituted within the fortnight following the 
vote of the plebiscite. 


B.—PEACE TREATY WITH AUSTRIA 


ist. Commission on the Delimitation of the frontier between Italy 
and Austria. 
(Article 27, Part III.) 


*Intended to act as Secretary of the Commission. [Footnote in the original,] 
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The three Principal Allied and Associated Powers, besides Italy, 
who shall be designated to furnish the Commissioners to the Com- 
mission shall appoint each one: 

One Commissioner. 

Eventually a technician shall be appointed* upon the request of the 
President of the Commission. 

(Commission to be constituted within the fortnight following the 
going into force of the Treaty.) 

2nd. Commission on the delimitation of the frontier between Aus- 
tria and the Serb-Croat-Slovene State. 

(Article 48, Part III.) 


One American Commissioner 
One British § 


One French ¢ 
One Italian . 
One Japanese 


Eventually a technician shall be appointed * upon the request of the 
President of the Commission. 
(Commission to be constituted within the fortnight following the 
going into force of the treaty.) 
3rd. Commission on the delimitation of the frontier between Austria 
and the Czecho-Slovak State. 
(Article 55, part II [Z/7].) 
One American Commissioner 
One British Commissioner 
One French Commissioner 
One Italian Commissioner 
One Japanese Commissioner 
Eventually a technician shall be appointed * upon the request of 
the President of the Commission. 
(Commission to be constituted within the fortnight following the 
going into force of the Treaty.) 


[Appendix D] 
Instructions Relative to Commissions of Delimitation 
I.— GENERALITIES 
1. The Delimitation Commissions have as a mission to determine 
on the ground: 


a) Primarily the frontiers described in the Peace Treaty ; 
6) Ulteriorly the frontiers which shall be determined after the 
execution of the several plebiscites provided for by the said Treaties. 


*Intended to act as Secretary of the Commission. [Footnote in the original.] 
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They shall have full powers not only in the determination of the 
fraction defined under the heading of “line to be determined on the 
ground”, but, further, if one of the States concerned makes such re- 
quest, and if the Commission approves the opportunity, for the revi- 
sion of the fraction defined by the administrative boundaries, except 
concerning the international frontiers existing in August 1914, where 
the role of the Commissions shall be limited to a verification of the 
stakes on boundary markers. 

They will make every effort, in both cases, to closely follow the 
definitions given in the Treaties by taking into account, insofar as 
possible, the administrative boundaries and the local economic in- 
terests, 

A central agency, instituted by the Peace Conference, shall proceed 
with the constitution and organization of the Delimitation Commis- 
sions and shall follow their operations. 


II.—OnrGAnizATION 


A.—COMPOSITION 


For the fixing of each frontier, the Peace Treaties establish in 
principle the composition of a Commission and the number of the 
Commissioners. 

In cases of frontiers of great extent or of difficult delimitation, 
assistant Commissioners may be named with a view to sub-dividing 
the Commission into sub-commissions. 

A technical personnel (technical assistants) is attached to each 
Commission with a view to determining on the ground the survey 
labors which may be judged necessary, to supervise the erection of 
the frontier markers in accordance with the rules established and to 
assure their correct placing. 

An auxiliary personnel is also attached to the Commission (topo- 
graphical assistants, secretaries, interpreters, draftsmen, etc.). 

The combined personnel furnished by each State constitutes the 
delegations from that State. 

The Delegations of the Allied and Associated Powers to the Com- 
missions to be created for the fixing of the frontiers in Europe are 
limited, in principle, to the following composition: 

1 Commissioner; 1 interpreter; 1 topographer, and one secretary, 
and, in exceptional cases, an assistant Commissioner, 

The Delegations of the Powers concerned (on whom shall be in- 
cumbent in principle the duty of operating the technical labors) may 
have a surplus Commissioner and shal] include the technical assist- 
ants (officers) and the personnel for the labors on the ground. If the 
countries concerned cannot furnish the technical assistants they shall 
be furnished by the non-interested Powers. 
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With a view to general economy these same commissioners may 
operate on several commissions. To this end, the central agency shall 
study the organization and the plan of action of the several commis- 
sions and shall make all useful proposals to the Supreme Council. 

In each commission the commissioners of the Principal Allied and 
Associated Powers shall elect a President from among the commis- 
sioners of the Principal Allied and Associated Powers which are not 
directly interested. The President shall have the right to attach, as 
assistant, a technical expert of his choice, from among the technical 
assistants of the commission. The personnel of the Delimitation 
Commission must be military; the commissioners and, insofar as pos- 
sible, the assistant commissioners should be superior or acting officers; 
the technical assistants should be subaltern or acting officers; the secre- 
taries, topographical assistants, etc., shall be, in principle, acting non- 
commissioned officers or soldiers. The personnel of the commissions 
shall be in uniform and may, in principle, be supplied with a revolver. 


B.— NOMINATION OF THE PERSONNEL 


In conformity with what is established by the Peace Treaties, the 
Commissions should be in a position to operate at a date fixed by the 
said treaties or following a decision of the Supreme Council. 

The central agency shall conduct the nominations in due time and 
it shall take due dispositions to insure the first convocation of each 
commission. 

By the competency of this same central agency, each commissioner 
shall be accredited to the different States concerned. . 

All replacements of personnel, for whatever cause, shall be proposed 
by the President to the central agency, in the name of the commission, 
except concerning the technical assistants and any enlisted personnel, 
whose replacement shall be demanded directly from the power to 
which they belong. 

The central agency shall have full authority to decide if a commis- _ 
sion can or not operate in the absence of one or more delegations of 
the non-interested Powers, and it shall decree the procedures govern- 
ing the operation of the commission under these conditions. 


C.—CONSTITUTION 


During their first meeting, the commissioners should proceed to 
the constitution of the commission by nominating the President, and, 
if need be, the sub-commissions, 

The commission, thus constituted, shall establish a preliminary plan 
of the labors to be executed, and shall determine the number of techni- 
cal assistants and settle the question of instruments. It shall examine 
the question of large scale maps and documentation in general, shall 
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determine the place and date for a first meeting on the ground in 
proximity to a center of frontier in common to a same series of 
members. . 

D.— OPERATIONS 


The Commissions have full authority to establish their own opera- 
tions, They must, however, operate on the following basis of a general 
order: 

Each Commission shall provide for the creation of a courier service 
every 15 days to insure liaison with the central agency and for the 
transmission for all necessary information. 

Each Commission or sub-commission before proceeding to the 
ground, and after having assembled and taken cognizance of the 
documentation placed at its disposition, should draw up a plan of 
action and specify: 

Ist. If it\is advisable to divide the frontier into several sections or 
sub-sections, into clearly determined parts, into parts to be deter- 
mined locally, configuration of the ground, etc. ; 

2d. The nature of the labors to be conducted in each section or 
sub-section. Concerning the “lines to be determined on the ground” 
they shall make every effort and in particular by the use of the large 
scale maps and from information obtained from the interested Com- 
missioners, to specify an outline beforehand; 

3d. The best order to adopt for the execution of the labors; 

4th. A uniform type of frontier posts (bornes) to be adopted for 
each section or sub-section, and the numbering of these posts; 

5th. Directives for the technical labors to be operated. 


Practically it seems advantageous to proceed as follows: after the 
preliminary conferences, the commission shall confide to the assist- 
ant commissioners interested or technical assistants interested the 
task of proceeding to the delimitation. 

In principle, they shall leave litigious questions aside, in cases 
where they cannot reach a solution by agreement in common; the 
commission shall settle the difference. 

Only in cases of bitter conflict between the commissioners of in- 
terested nationalities should members of noninterested nationalities 
be designated by the commission for the preliminary labors. 

Concerning territory of which no maps have been made, the sketch 
executed by the technical assistants shall be submitted to the com- 
mission which shall determine the outline on the map; the delimita- 
tion shall be made by the commissioners or assistant commissioners 
of the States concerned. | 

If there are members who belong to several commissions, they shall 
thus have time to accomplish their duties in connection with the dit- 
ferent groups to which they belong. 
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The delimitation established, the commission shall verify the out- 
line as adopted, decide at the same time the text of the general de- 
scription and the rough. draft of the map and shall assemble the 
documents furnished in connection with the establishing of the land 
marks. In the course of this general examination the commission 
may be accompanied by local authorities, to whom they shall furnish 
the indications which might be useful to them regarding the outline 
of the frontier. 

The decisions of the commissions shall be adopted on a majority 
of votes and shall be obligatory for the parties concerned. 

The final delimitation reports, maps and documents annexed, shall 
be drawn up in triplicate, two of which shall be submitted to the 
Governments of each of the bordering States and the third shall be 
transmitted to the central agency which shall deliver an authentic 
copy of it to the Powers signatory to the Treaty. 


ITI.—ApMINISTRATIVE QUESTIONS 
A.—INDEMNITIES 


In addition to the salary or allowances received normally by each 
member from his own government,* the commissioners and the person- 
nel of each commission shall receive the following indemnities: 


Officers 
Clothing indemnity (paid at their rar 80. 00 Ibs. Sterling. 
Extra duty indemnity (monthly) , yO oil Be OO 
Monthly) President of the Commission A? AO 0 
Operation) per Commissioner ....... . 380.00 
Indemnity) per Asst. Commissioner. . . . . . 10.00 


non-Commissioned officers and Soldiers: 
(topographers, chauffeurs, secretaries, etc.) 


Non-Commissioned SePoSIOR IEE, J is, ap goiectd! - Ibs. Sterling. 
late ee Be ee eee ae arena Ae 
Soldiers. .... rh ha Tah a nag gt eel hie deer At 


Each Government should advance to its own Delegation, in addi- 
tion to the indemnities above mentioned, a sum sufficient to cover 
travelling expenses. 

Before leaving for duty the officers shall be paid a sum correspond- 
ing to the clothing indemnity and also a month’s pay and a month’s 
extra duty indemnity ; the non-commissioned officers and soldiers shall 
receive 15 days indemnity in advance. 

* Wour delegations esteem that the members of the delimitation commissions 
should receive the salary and the allowances which are due them from their 


Governments. The British delegation withholds its opinion until after consul- 
tation with its Government. [Footnote in the original.] 
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B.—EXPENSES, MEANS OF TRANSPORTATION AND BILLETING 


1. Haepenses. In accordance with what was established’ by the 
Supreme Council in its session of August 18th,° all the expenses of the 
delimitation commissions shall be distributed equally between the two 
States concerned. There shall be, consequently, charged to the coun- 
tries concerned : 


a) The indemnities of the personnel of the delegation; 

6) all transportation expenses; ae 

c) the billeting expenses of the entire personnel of the commissions 
in me renting of all necessary buildings (meeting hall, garage, offices, 
etc. 

d) office expenses and miscellaneous expenses incurred in the 
operations of the Commission. 


The several states interested agree to furnish to the delimitation 
commissions, either directly, or through the intermediary of the local 
authorities the means of transportation, billeting, manual labor, mate- 
rial (posts, markers) necessary in the accomplishment of the mission. 

Each power represented in the delimitation commissions shall place 
at the disposition of its commissioners the necessary funds for the 
payment of all the expenses falling on its delegation and every three 
months shall submit a statement to the central agency on whom shall 
be incumbent the duty of effecting the reimbursement of expenses 
incurred in connection with the Powers interested. If, on account of 
local circumstances, a commission deems it advisable to furnish means 
of transportation, the expenses pertaining thereto shall be charged 
to the account of the Powers concerned. 

During its first meeting, each Commission shall arrange the category 
and the extent of these means which should be at the disposition of 
each delegation, by taking the nature and the extent of their terri- 
tories where it is to operate into account. 

The Delegations (personnel, material, vehicles, etc.) shall be trans- 
. ported without charge on all the rail and waterways of the powers 
interested. 

The personal baggage as well as the courier of all the members of 
the Allied Delegations shall be exempt of all duty rights and. of all 
other similar taxes. The couriers between the central agency and the 
commissions shall enjoy full diplomatic franchise. 

The escort. over all materials transported for the commissions shall 
be insured by the power over whose territory the transportation shall 
be effected. 

2. Bileting. The various buildings necessary for the billeting of 
the personnel and of the material of the delegations (rooms for officers 
and soldiers, offices, storehouses, garages, etc.) shall be placed, at the 


* HD-382, minute 10, vol. v1, p. 706. 
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disposition of the commissions by the Power concerned upon the terri- 
tory of which these commissions shall sojourn. 
The custody of these buildings shall be assured by the said Power. 


TV.—TecHnicat Operations 
A.—ELEMENTS SERVING AS A BASE FOR THE EXECUTION OF THE LABORS 


The frontiers described in the various Treaties are outlined, in their 
definite parts, on 1/1,000,000 scale maps annexed to the Treaties. In 
cases of differences between the text and the maps, the text shall 
supersede. 

In each Commission, the Delegations shall receive, for the execution 
of the labors, from their respective Governments: 


1st. True copies of the Articles of the Peace Treaty referring thereto, 
with their translations. 
2nd. True copies of the original maps attached to the Treaties. 
3rd. Copies of the maps which were used in the elaboration of the 
frontier outline. 
4th. Copies of the reports made by the Territorial Commissions, or 
of the extracts of these reports. 


The various States interested agree to furnish the Commissions with 
all documents necessary in their labors, in particular, authentic copies 
of the minutes of the delimitation of present or former frontiers, all 
the large scale maps existing, geodetic data, sketches made and not 
published, information on the deviations of the frontier water courses. 

They agree, furthermore, to order the local authorities to communi- 
cate to the Commissions all documents, notably plans, land surveys 
and registrations, and to furnish them, at their request, with all in- 
formation concerning the property, economic tendencies and any other 
information necessary. 

In case of differences found in the maps, the Commission shall exe- 
cute rectifications by referring to the geodetic data at its disposition. 

It shall decide in each case the solution to be taken by following as 
nearly as possible the line determined by the text of the Treaty. 

The various States interested agree to respect the trigonometrical 
land marks, signs, posts or frontier markers set up by the commission. 


B.—DEMARKATION OF FRONTIERS 


1. On Land 


The frontier shall be marked by landmarks of durable materials, 
clearly visible and of a uniform type in a same section or sub-section. 
They shall be constructed in such a way as to indicate: 


1. The serial number and the distinctive letter of the section or 
sub-section ; 
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2. The direction of the adjacent landmarks; 
3. The two countries which they separate. 


The landmarks common to three countries and those which terminate 
a section or sub-section shall be of a special model and shall bear the 
date of the Treaties. 

The placing of each landmark shall be noted in such a way that in 
case it should disappear, it could be replaced without difficulty. 

The Commission shall decide the method of laying to be chosen 
among the means hereafter enumerated: 


a) By junction with natural objects; 

6) By geographical coordination (Latitude and longitude and 
eventually altitude) ; 

c) By rectangular coordination (X and Y for a known projection) ; 

d) By relation to neighboring landmarks; 

e) By simple reference to the map; 

/) By photographs taken in the known directions. 


The landmarks shall be placed within sight of each other, closer if 
the trace be winding and, as much as possible, at each change in 
direction. 

A landmark shall indicate the point of passage over ways of com- 
munication (routes, important trails, railroads, rivers, canals). 

For the former frontiers, the verification of landmarks shall be 
effected and the inscriptions on the existing landmarks shall be changed 
in conformity with the above indications. 

The emplacement and the number of the landmarks shall be carried 
on a cartographic document. 


2. On Water 


Concerning the frontiers determined by a water course, the terms 
“course” or “channel” employed in the descriptions of the Treaties 
mean: on the one hand for unnavigable rivers, the median line of the 
watercourse or of its principal arm or branch, and on the other, for 
the navigable rivers, the median line of the channel of principal navi- 
gation. However, it shall devolve upon the Commissions on delimita- 
tion, provided for by the Treaties, to specify if the frontier line shall 
follow in its eventual changes the course or the channel thus defined, 
or if it shall be determined in a definitive way by the position of the 
course or channel, at the moment of the putting into force of the 
Treaty. 

Ordinarily it shall not be possible to lay landmarks along frontiers 
which follow water courses; but in certain cases it shall be possible 
and desirable to demark the frontier with the aid of alignments real- 
ized by landmarks placed on the banks or by the aid of floating buoys 
or stationary beacons. 
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Such cases may present themselves in lakes, at confluents or on the 
shores. . 

The Commission shall examine and decide upon the spot the solu- 
tion to be employed to rejoin on sea the limits of the territorial waters, 
either in following the prolongation of the last part of the frontiers, 
or in following one normal to the coast. 


Navigable and unnavigable water courses. 


In the case of navigable water courses, the frontier is formed by 
the axis of the channel of navigation; in the case of unnavigable water 
courses, the Commission shall have to decide on the spot the interpre- 
tation to give to the term “course” or “principal course” adopted in the 
Treaty. 

For the water courses, the Commission on delimitation should 
examine: 


1. If there does not exist on a bank enclaves coming from former 
rectified meanders which might be reclaimed by one of the bordering 
countries. It would settle the question on the spot; 

2. In the case where the course of the river is not stabilized, if 
new changes are to be anticipated, it will call these points to the atten- 
tion of those interested and propose a solution basing itself on the 
history of the river and of its deviations, and on the possible result 
of new derogations as to the interests of the riparian inhabitants; 

3. In case of several navigable channels, it shall decide which should 
be considered as the principal channel ; 

4. If there is reason to adopt a method of demarkation at least 
in certain places (very large ps, confluents, points common to three 
frontiers, etc.,) it shall decide the method of staking out (floating 
and stationary beacons, alignments, resections) by inspiring itself 
on the principles admitted for the establishment of markers on land, 
pools, lakes, lagoons, etc., 

The Commission should decide on the spot and according to the 
large scale maps on the interpretation to be given to the term 
“median line” adopted in the Treaty. 

It shall not lose sight of the attribution of the islands. 

Tt shall have to decide in the case of a gulf or a lagoon on the method 
of marking the frontier and its necessity. 


3. Lines to be determined on the terrain 

a) In the case where a regular sketch exists—The Commission 
should try beforehand to determine the line with the aid of large scale 
maps guiding themselves: 

1. by the existing administrative limits; 


9, by the limits established by survey; | 
3. by the natural lines of the soil or straight alignments. 


In the undetermined parts, it shall decide on the spot being inspired 
as much as possible by the proposals made by the Commissioners of 
the interested countries. 
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b) In the case where no regular sketch exists—The Commission 
will then have to see that the sketches are made by the technical ex- 
perts; they will be given for that, purpose instructions under the form 
of directions. 

The aim ofthis work shall be to obtain on a topographical scale to be 
fixed by the Commission a strip of territory where the frontier could 
be traced. It could be defined as follows: a strip having for axis the 
trace such as it exists on the map 1/1.000.000 attached to the Treaty, 
and sufficiently large to show the details cited for the definition of this 
frontier in the Treaty, villages, crests, rivers, railways, lines, roads.) 
The minimum breadth could also be defined. 

This map should comprise: the planimetry, the configuration of the 
land contours. 

It shall also contain in a special manner the natural or artificial 
landmarks which might facilitate the laying out of landmarks (high 
peaks, steeples, minarets, etc.). 

The method of sketching should evidently be influenced by the 
terrain. However, in cases where it shall be possible, one should have 
recourse to a rapid triangulation with numerous intercalar points and 
numerous resections, marked on the terrain by permanent signals 
made of the materials at hand (wooden buoys, stone pyramids, etc.). 
The points shall be figured by latitude, longitude and altitude. The 
verifications shall be done by measures of bases, latitudes and azimuths. 
The sketch of the details shall be executed with a place table according 
to the desired scale. In a wooded country one must proceed by polyg- 
onals, theodolite, tachometer, completed by itineraries supported by 
numerous points of latitude and azimuths. 

The landmarks shall be bound to these permanent signals. 


C.—DOCUMENTS TO BE FURNISHED BY THE COMMISSION FOR THE WORK ON 
DELIMITATION 


1, An ensemble map of a large scale bearing in a fine and continuous 
line the trace cf the frontier and the emplacements of the international 
landmarks with their numbers and letters, accompanied by a complete 
description of the frontier, from landmark to landmark. 

2. The documents assuring the locating of the landmark emplace- 
ments, 

3. The protocols established by the Commission for all the decisions 
taken by common accord to complete or determine the terms of the 
Treaty ; 

4. Eventually a general report on the subject of the progress of the 
work and the various points on which the Commission would like to 
call attention. __ . : 

These documents shall be made in triplicate. (see IL.D) ._ 
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Appendix E to HD-70 


Note From the French Delegation Regarding the Putting Into Force 
of the Treaty of Versailles 


Ocrozer 13, 1919. 
Porrine Into Force or THE TREATY OF VERSAILLES 


The official report on the ratification by three of the Principal Allied 
and Associated Powers involves the entry into force of the Treaty, and 
from then will be dated all the delays in the execution, which are to 
be guarded against. 

Before drafting this report, it would therefore be necessary to deter- 
mine whether the interested Powers are ready to execute the provisions 
which should enter into force immediately after the going into force 
of the Treaty, or with the shortest possible delay. 

It is advisable to ascertain whether the International Commissions 
provided for are nominated and ready to operate, whether the troops 
of occupation are ready to accomplish their task, whether all the meas- 
ures have been taken to effect the execution of all other provisions, 
especially of the obligations imposed on Germany. 





Appendix F to HD-70 
[Note From the Secretariat General] 


PEACE CONFERENCE 
SECRETARIAT GENERAL 


Nore 


Article 1 of the Treaty with Germany and the Annex to Part I 
of this Treaty provide that certain neutral States, not signers and 
enumerated in the said Annex, are invited to accede to the Covenant 
of the League of Nations within the two months from the going into 
force of the Covenant, that is to say of the Treaty. 

The date of the going into force being near, it would seem neces- 
sary for the Supreme Council to take preparatory and necessary 
decisions that: 

1. The States invited to accede to the Covenant be officially in- 
formed of the tenor of the Covenant and of the obligations of the 
League of Nations relative to the execution of the Treaty: 

2..The said States receive notification of the putting into force 
of the Treaty with Germany, at as early a date as possible. 
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The two notifications (tenor of the Covenant and of its obligations 
and date of the going into force) can be made: 

Either by the Minister of Foreign Affairs of the French Republic, 
by delegation of the Supreme Council, to the chiefs of diplomatic 
Missions of the states interested at Paris, 

Or directly by telegram from the President of the Conference to 
the chiefs of the different Governments. 


In either case, the double notification could be made only on the 
day of the signing of the authentic minutes of the filing of the rati- 
fications, and a certified copy conformable to the Peace Treaty with 
Germany should be addressed to the neutral Governments invited to 
accede to the Covenant. 

The double notification by the Minister for Foreign Affairs of the 
French Republic to the Chiefs of diplomatic Missions at Paris could 
be made in the form of a letter, a draft of which is appended. 

If the procedure of notification by the President of the Conference 
were adopted, it would be advisable to mention, in the telegram to 
the Chiefs of Neutral States interested that certified copy conform- 
able to the Peace Treaty with Germany has been handed to their 
respective representatives at Paris. 


Annex 


Project of a Letter From the Minister for Foreign Affairs to the 
Chiefs of Diplomatic Missions in Paris 


Parts, (Date of signing of minutes 
on file of the ratifications) . 


Mr. Minister: By delegation of the Council of the Principal Allied 
and Associated Powers, I have the honor of enclosing herewith a cer- 
tified copy, conformable to the Peace Treaty signed at Versailles June 
28, 1919, between the Allied and Associated Powers and Germany, and 
beg you to be kind enough to bring it to the attention of the Govern- 
mentjOf sisn6 4: . 

I have also been charged with calling your attention to certain 
clauses of this Treaty. 

Article 1 of the Treaty and the Annex to Part I provide that the 
(State..... ) is invited to accede to the Covenant of the League 
of Nations within two months after the going into force of the 
Covenant, that is to say of the Treaty. 

In conformity with the final clauses of the said Treaty, I have the 
honor of informing you that the Treaty having been ratified by Ger- 
many on the one hand, by the British Empire, France and Italy on | 
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the other, a first official report of the filing of these ratifications has 

been drawn up under date of ...... and that all delays provided 

for by the Treaty will be counted beginning from this date, among 

the High Contracting Parties, 

Please accept, etc. 
The Minister of the Argentine Republic 

Republic of Chile 
Republic of Colombia 
Kingdom of Denmark 
Kingdom of Spain 
Kingdom of Norway 
Republic of Paraguay 
Kingdom of the Netherlands 
Kingdom of Persia 
Republic of Salvador 
Kingdom of Sweden 
Swiss Republic 
Republic of Venezuela 


Appendix G to HD-70 


Request Made by the German Delegation That Officers of Control in 
Germany Wear Civilian Clothes After the Coming Into Force of 
the Treaty 


PEACH CONFERENCE 
SECRETARIAT QENERAL 


Paris, October 14, 1919. 


Baron von Lersner on October 18 visited the Secretary General of 
the Peace Conference. He expressed to him in the name of the Ger- 
man Government the desire, that beginning with the entry into force 
of the Treaty of Peace, Allied officers belonging to Missions of Control 
in Germany should adopt the wearing of civilian clothes which is 
customary for officers exercising their functions in foreign countries, 
for example, for Military Attaches. In this manner incidents would 
be avoided which the German Government states it is powerless to 
prevent in view of the present state of feeling among the people. 

M. Dutasta replied to the President of the German Delegation that 
the request of the German Government would be submitted to the 
Supreme Council at an early meeting. 
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Draft Reply to Note of German Delegation of September 22, 
Regarding Memel 


Ocrosrr 14, 1919. 
Progecr 


Mr. Present: I have the honor of acknowledging receipt of the 
note which you addressed to me September 22 regarding the terri- 
tory of Memel. 

In reply to this communication, I have the honor to inform you that 
Article 99 of the Peace Treaty having allowed no bond to exist between 
this region and Germany, the Allied and Associated Powers could not 
enter into discussion with the German Delegation on the future fate 
of the territory of Memel. 

Please accept, ete. 


Baron von Lersner, 
President of the German Delegation, 
Versailles. 


Paris Peace Conf. 180.03501/71 HD-71 


Notes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers Held in M. Pichon’s Room at the Quai d’Orsay, Paris, 
on Thursday, October 16, 1919, at 10:30 a. m. 


PRESENT 
AMERICA, 
UNITED STATES OF BRITISH HMPIRE FRANCE 
Hon. F. L. Polk Sir Eyre Crowe M. Pichon 
Secretary Secretary Secretaries 
Mr. L, Harrison Mr. H. Norman M. Dutasta 
M. de St. Quentin 
ITALY JAPAN 

M. Scialoja M. Matsui 

Secretary Secretary 

M. Barone Russo ’ M. Kawai 

Joint Secretariat 

AmeriIcA, UNITED STATES OF ...... Capt. Gordon 

BriTisH EMPIRE........ a Re Capt. Hinchley-Cooke 

RANCH 19204. ATS 3 th ldtisonte . M. Massigli 

DTA TWEE eve ea eielnce Seay, cialis ~>e+- M. Zanchi 


Interpreter—M. Mantoux 


The following were also present for the items in which they were concerned. 


AMERICA, UNITED STATES OF 
Mr. C. Russell 

Mr. A. W. Dulles 

BritisH EMPIRE 


General Sackville-West 
Sir George Clerk 

Mr. Leeper 

Mr. Forbes-Adam 
Capt. G. Lothian Small 


ITALY 
M. Vannutelli-Rey 


JAPAN 
M. Shigemitsu 


1. Mr. Poxx said that a telegram had just been received from the 
Interallied Military Mission at Budapest dated the 14th October. 
He desired that the telegram (see Appendix “A”) 
delegram from should be placed before the Council and be consid- 
Military Mission ered before the question of Sir George Clerk’s mis- 
sion was discussed. 
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M. Manrtoux then read the text of the telegram. 

Mr. Poux said that he wished to call attention to the fact that the 
telegram expressed the opinion of the four Generals at Budapest. 
He thought that the question of the reply should be considered at 
once. The telegram was addressed, not to the American delegation, 
but to the Supreme Council. If the telegram required an answer, as 
he thought it did, the question was to decide as to the nature of the 
answer. 

M. PicHon agreed that the telegram could not be left unanswered. 
It was important that the demand of the Interallied Military Mission 
should be fulfilled. He considered that the Generals should be given 
entire satisfaction. 

Mr. Pork said that at the same time that the telegram had been 
received his attention had been called to a press despatch from Buda- 
pest, which stated that it was rumored in both Austria and Hungary, 
that the members of the Interallied Military Mission were on the point 
of resigning, because they felt that they had not received adequate 
support from the Supreme Council. 

M. Picuon said he did not see how this demand could be made. In 
any event, it was important to beware of rumors. In point of fact, 
the Supreme Council had replied to the previous telegrams of the 
Interallied Military Mission and had taken the views of the Mission 
into full consideration. Up to the present time the Interallied Mili- 
tary Mission had never transmitted to the Council a telegram so 
precise in its statements and so far reaching in its consequences. He 
considered it essential to accede to the wishes of the Interallied Mili- 
tary Mission, namely, that the Roumanian Government should be asked 
to evacuate Hungary forthwith. He wished to point out, however, 
the grave situation which would be almost certain to result in Hungary 
following the retirement of the Roumanian army of occupation. The 
question of arming a police force of sufficient size to enforce order was 
not mentioned in the telegram, and the Military Mission had made no 
suggestions in regard to this matter. He asked whether the Military 
Mission had made any proposals relative to the organizing of a police 
force before the evacuation should take place. 

Mr. Potx pointed out that the Military Mission had already asked 
for 10,000 rifles for the purpose of organizing a police force. 

M. Prionon said that he had not been present at the last meeting of 
the Council where the subject had been discussed.1 He understood, 
however, that Sir George Clerk had already proposed the immediate 
evecatiien of Hungary by the Roumanian forces. 

M. vz Satnt Quentin said that Sir George Clerk had proposed the 
evacuation of Hungary by the Roumanians, but that he had also in- 


* HD-67, minute 7, p. 589. 
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sisted upon the necessity of the establishment of a Government which 
could maintain order and be recognized by the Allied and Associated 
Powers. (See H.D. 67.) 

Mr. Potx said that he did not understand that the report advocated 
that the Roumanians should remain in Hungary until a stable Gov- 
ernment was established. 

Sir Eyre Crowe pointed out that the Allied and Associated Govern- 
ments had already addressed the Roumanian Government on the sub- 
ject of the evacuation of Hungary. 

Mr. Potx said that he thought that the Council had already insisted 
that the Roumanian military authorities form the police of Hungary 
and then withdraw. It was most important that the Roumanians 
should not await the establishment of a suitable Government. 

M. Picuon asked who should give orders to the police. 

Mr. Potx said that the Interallied Military Mission had already 
reported that the Government of M. Friedrich were prepared to organ- 
ize a police force. 

M. Picuon pointed out that the Council had already considered the 
draft of a telegram to M. Friedrich telling him that he should with- 
draw and permit someone else to form a government.® 

Mr. Pox said that he thought it was important not to mix the two 
questions. So far as he was concerned, he was not in a position to ac- 
cept a form of action which would enable the Roumanian forces to 
remain until a satisfactory Government had been established. 

Sir Erre Crowe pointed out that the Allied and Associated Govern- 
ments had already told the Roumanian Government that they must 
withdraw their military forces from Hungary. 

(He then read an extract from the Note to the Roumanian Govern- 
ment, (See Appendix “B” to H.D. 68) in which a definite demand 
upon the Roumanians to withdraw their military forces from 
Hungary was made.) 

He said that he considered that it was most important to inform 
the Interallied Military Mission at Budapest that this demand had 
been made of the Roumanian Government. 

M. Picuon said that it was of equal importance to see that the 
Roumanian Government carried out the measures in question. 

Mr. Pork said that he hoped that the matter could be cleared up. 
He wished to ask whether the rifles were to be delivered to the Hun- 
garian police at the present time, and whether the Roumanian forces 
were to withdraw at the present time, whatever the Government in 
Hungary might be. 

M. Picuon replied in the affirmative. 


2 Appendix B to HD-68, p. 583. 
® Appendix C to HD-68, p. 586. 
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M. Scratosa asked whether the Interallied Military Mission had 
been informed of the telegram sent to Bucharest. 

M. Picnon replied that they had not been informed, but that they 
ought to be informed immediately. 

Mr. Pox said that he understood that a decision had been taken 
at the meeting of the Council on the 11th October to inform the In- 
terallied Military Mission of the Note to the Roumanian Government. 

M. Picuon said that the resolution had not been drafted in this 
sense, but that the decision should be communicated to the Interallied 
Military Mission, as it would be the best reply to their telegram. 

Mr. Poxxk said that he wished to express the hope that the Supreme 
Council would not forget that possibly six weeks ago, certainly four, 
the Roumanian military authorities had been told to deliver the 
necessary rifles to the police. The Council were aware that the 
Roumanians had never done this. M. Misu had informed him that 
the Hungarians had plenty of rifles from Field Marshal Mackensen’s 
supply. In point of fact this was not the case. The Roumanians 
were unwilling to carry out the wishes of the Supreme Council. 

M. Picuon said that Marshal Foch had been informed on the 10th 
October by Colonel Dimitrescu that the Roumanian High Command 
had some time before placed at the disposal of Colonel Yates for the 
Hungarian gendarmerie 10,000 rifles and 40 machine guns. 1,000 
rifles had already been delivered and the rest was guarded by Rou- 
manian troops until such time as they should be delivered. Colonel 
_ Dimitrescu added that Colonel Yates, the United States Military 
Attaché at Bucharest, had been charged by the Interallied Military 
Mission with the creation of a Hungarian gendarmerie. The Rou- 
manian troops had begun their withdrawal from Hungary. 

Mr. Pork said that in his opinion it was delightfully typical of 
the Roumanians that of 10,000 rifles, 9,000 had not been delivered. 

Sir Grorce Cuerk said that on the 20th September M. Diamandi 
and General Mardarescu had promised to turn over the rifles and 
machine guns for the use of the Hungarian gendarmerie. As far as 
he was aware they had not delivered a single rifle or machine gun. 

Mr. Pork said that they had delivered 1,000 rifles which might 
be useful for parade purposes, but which could not shoot. 

Sir Eyre Crows said that substantially there was no additional 
information in the telegram now before the Supreme Council. The 
point was that the Supreme Council had not communicated to the 
Generals the Note to the Roumanian Government; that the Generals 
therefore were unaware when they sent this telegram of the steps that 
the Supreme Council had already taken. He had no desire to doubt 
the evidence of the Interallied Mission, but the evidence was largely 
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collected from Hungarian sources. For this reason he did not con- 
sider that their report was altogether satisfactory since the Rou- 
manians might have some explanation to make. In their telegram 
the Interallied Military Mission had mentioned the names of several 
towns as lying in territory which was to be ceded to Roumania under 
the terms of the Treaty of Peace. As a matter of fact some of the 
towns in question would remain in Hungarian territory. He did not 
think that the report should be accepted as gospel. 

Sir Grorcr Cierx said that he wished to add that on the night be- 
fore he had left for Bucharest M. Misu had come to see him. He had 
pointed out to M. Misu how impossible the conduct of the Roumanian 
authorities had been, as for example, in the case of the Museum at 
Budapest. Mr. Misv then turned to M. Vaida and asked him for the 
official explanation. M. Vaida had then produced a telegram from 
his Government stating that the Roumanian Government had only 
wished to recover archives belonging to them which had been carried 
off from [to?] Budapest. He did not vouch for the truth of this 
explanation, which had not been investigated: it simply went to show 
that such incidents might have satisfactory explanations. 

Mr. Pox said that the explanation which the Roumanians had made 
to the Interallied Military Mission was that the material in question 
was Transylvanian property, and they wished to take it as they 
expected to acquire Transylvania. He wished to emphasize the point, 
however, that as the four Powers had sent four representatives to 
Budapest, there was no reason why the Roumanians should not make 
their explanations to them. He felt that the Council should either 
accept the statements of the Generals or else recall them. Personally 
he had great faith in General Bandholtz. The fact that the Rou- 
manian Officials made their explanations outside of Budapest was 
decidedly unjust to the Interallied Military Mission and placed them 
in an impossible position, 

Str Eyre Crows said he agreed. He said further that the Council 
should insist that the explanation of the Roumanian authorities should 
be made to the Interallied Military Mission. The point which he had 
wished to raise was this: a note had been despatched to the Roumanian 
Government and the Council had not yet heard their side. He wished 
to emphasize the necessity of waiting until a reply from the Rou- 
manian Government had been received, as he did not believe that con- 
ditions were any worse than the Council already knew them to be. 

M. Picuon said that the Council agreed as to the necessity of in- 
forming the Interallied Military Mission of the note to the Roumanian 
Government. 
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(It was decided : 


to communicate to the Interallied Military Mission at Budapest the 
text of the note from the Principal Allied and Associated Governments 
to the Roumanian Government approved by the Supreme Council on 
the 11th October (H. D. 68).) 


2. M. Picuon said that Mr. Polk had not considered it advisable to 
transmit a telegram to M. Friedrich but to send a representative of 
sine gaye the Council to Budapest. The instructions to be given 
George Clerk to to Sir George Clerk were contained in the draft tele- 

gram to M. Friedrich which had been previously dis- 
cussed by the Council (See Appendix “C”, H. D. 68). 

Mr. Potx said that he wished to suggest two changes in the text. 
In the first paragraph it was stated that the Allies had waited in 
the hope that the Government of M. Friedrich, recognizing its in- 
ability to meet the conditions required by the principal Allied and 
Associated Powers, would either include representatives of all parties 
in Hungary or withdraw from office. He thought that instead of 
speaking of “all parties” it would be better to substitute the words, 
“the several parties”. In the second paragraph he wished to suggest 
that the words “in the view of the Allied and Associated Powers” be 
omitted. 

M. Picuon said that it had been agreed to inform the Interallied 
Military Mission in regard to Sir George Clerk’s departure for Buda- 
pest.* He thought that Sir George Clerk should be charged to inform 
the Generals as to the discussion which had taken place in the Council 
on that day and to inform them that the Council were resolved to 
do all that was necessary to make the Rumanian Government follow 
the line of action which had been decided upon. 

(At this point Sir George Clerk left the meeting.) 

Mr. Potx said that he wished to raise a question which he had hesi- 
tated to mention in Sir George Clerk’s presence. He understood that 
as Sir George Clerk was proceeding to Budapest as a representative 
of the principal Allied and Associated Powers the necessary expenses 
in connection with his mission, amounting to whatever sum Sir George 
Clerk in his discretion might consider necessary and proper, would 
be paid by the Allied and Associated Powers. 

M. Picnon said that he thought that the British Government should 
pay the necessary expenses and that the amount in question should 
then be divided between the Powers interested. 

Mr. Potx said that Sir George Clerk was going to Budapest as the 
representative of the Supreme Council and it would be unfortunate 


*HD-69, minute 8, p. 6038. 
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if the impression should obtain in Rumania or Hungary that the 
Council were dissatisfied with the Interallied Military Mission. He 
thought that a formal statement should be made to the four Generals 
which should contain the reasons why Sir George Clerk was going to 
Budapest. 

M. Picuon said that the Council had already decided to notify the 
four Generals at Budapest of Sir George Clerk’s mission (see H. D. 
69, minute 8). 

Mr. Potx pointed out that Sir George Clerk’s mission would be 
known to the press. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that Sir George Clerk was being sent to Buda- 
pest because it had been thought inadvisable by sending a telegram to 
give the appearance of mixing in the internal affairs of Hungary. 

M. Picuon said that he did not approve of giving any statement to 
the press. In any mention of Sir George Clerk’s mission, he would 
only be referred to as being charged with a special mission to Budapest 
on behalf of the Supreme Council. 

Sir Eyre Crowe asked that Sir George Clerk’s date of departure 
might be fixed for the following Saturday. 

(It was decided : 


(1) that Sir George Clerk should proceed to Budapest as the special 
representative of the Principal Allied and Associated Powers. (See 
H. D. 69, minute 8) ; 

(2) that Sir George Clerk should be directed to communicate with 
the several Hungarian political parties and that in his mission he 
should be guided by the spirit of the views of the Allied and Associated 
Powers as expressed in the draft telegram to M. Friedrich (See Ap- 
pendix “C” to H. D. 68), with the following alterations in the text: for 
the words “all parties” (Line 12) the words “the several parties” should 
be substituted, and in lines 17 and 18 “in the view of the Allied and As- 
sociated Powers” should be omitted ; 

(3) that Sir George Clerk should inform the four Generals at Buda- 
pest of the Discussion which had taken place in the Supreme Council 
on that day and that the Council were resolved to do all that was 
necessary to make the Rumanian Government follow the line of action 
required of them; , ng 

(4) that such funds as Sir George Clerk might, in his discretion, 
consider necessary and proper for the expenses of the mission should 
be paid by the British Government and subsequently shared by the 
Principal Allied and Associated Governments; 

(5) that the Interallied Military Mission at Budapest should be 
notified by telegraph of Sir George Clerk’s mission ; 

(6) that the only statement which should be made with regard to 
Sir George Clerk’s mission was that he had been despatched to: ful- 
fil a special mission at Budapest on behalf of the Supreme Council.) 


3. (The Council had before it a Note of the 10th October from M. 
Politis to M. Clemenceau, (See Appendix “B”.) ) 
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M. ve Sarnr Quentin read and commented upon the note in 


question. 
M. Picuon said that he thought it was a difficult 


Protest of the matter for the Council to give instructions from Paris. 
Greek Delegati : : : : 
Against the ‘If witnesses had given testimony under a promise of 
Failure of th ; : 
Inter-Allied Mis: secrecy, he did not see how the Council could absolve 
ion of Inqui ee ‘ : ; 
at Smyrna To. the commission from the promises which they might 
Communicate 
Information to have made. 

e Gree ° ° 
Representative Sir Eyre Crowe pointed out that the Council had 


made an engagement to M. Venizelos.® 

M. Scratosa said that when the Council had given the undertaking 
to M. Venizelos they were not aware that the Commission had promised 
certain witnesses that their testimony would be held as secret. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that he had just received a telegram from the 
British High Commissioner at Constantinople on the subject. The 
telegram confirmed the fact that the Commission had decided to take 
certain evidence in camera for the purpose of obtaining reliable in- 
formation and avoiding reprisals. A definite promise had been made 
to certain witnesses. On the other hand, the Council had given an 
undertaking to the Greek Government. 

M. Picuon said that the Council were not to blame for what had oc- 
curred. He thought the only possible compromise was to inform the 
Greek Delegation that the testimony taken after the instructions of 
the Supreme Council had been received would be placed at the disposal 
of the Greek Government. The Supreme Council were not in a posi- 
tion to give an undertaking as to previous promises made by the 
Commission of Inquiry. 

Sm Evrre Crowe agreed that this compromise would seem the best 
means of solving the difficulty. 

Mr. Potx asked as to the nature of the promise made by the Supreme 
Council. 

M. pz Saint QuENTIN said that the undertaking in question was con- 
tained in a resolution of the Supreme Council. (See H. D. 64, 
Minute 6.) 

(It was decided: that, owing to pledges of secrecy given by the 
Commission of Inquiry at Smyrna to certain witnesses, the Commission 
be not obliged to communicate to the representative of the Greek Gov- 
ernment, in its entirety, the evidence given by these witnesses before 
the receipt of the terms of the resolution of the 30th September (See 
H. D. 64). 

4, (The Council had before it a Note from the British Delegation 
of the 15th October (See appendix “C”).) 


°HD-64, minute 6, p. 463. 
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Sir Eyre Crowe said that the question was not one 
of great importance. The Austrian Delegation had 


Repatriation of 


oe asked that the Austrian Prisoners of war held in 
Rrwenexs tay Great Britain should be repatriated. There were only 
aneMsben 36 officers and 135 others in Great Britain and the 


British Government saw no reason for refusing the 
request of the Austrian Delegation. It would probably be possible to 
repatriate the prisons in question with German prisoners. There was 
also a small number of Hungarian prisoners in Great Britain and the 
British Military Authorities were anxious that these should be re- 
patriated at the present time. 

M. Marsur asked whether the Council had any objections to the 
Japanese Government repatriating the small number of Austrian and 
Hungarian prisoners in their hands. 

(It was decided: 


that there was no objection to the immediate repatriation of the 
Austrian and Hungarian prisoners of war in Great Britain and Japan.) 


5. Srr Eyre Crows said that the Council had just addressed a stiff 
note to the Rumanian Government which asked them, in effect, whether 
or not they were prepared to accept the guidance of 


Felations With the Supreme Council. He desired to call attention 
rete to the fact that the Serb-Croat-Slovene Government 


had not signed the Treaty of Peace with Austria or 
the Minorities Treaty. At the present time there was a ministerial 
crisis at Belgrade. He had hoped that the moderate element would 
come into power, but at the moment it looked as if the intransigeant 
element were about to come into power. If the matter were brought 
to a head at the present time the effect would be to strengthen the hands 
of the elements in Yugo-Slavia who were most anxious to cooperate 
with the Allied and Associated Powers. He suggested that at an 
early date a communication be addressed to the Serb-Croat-Slovene 
Government inquiring whether or not they were prepared to sign the. 
Treaties. 

M. Proon said that he agreed with the opinion of Sir Eyre Crowe 
and thought that action should be taken at once. 

Sm Eyre Crows said that he had prepared a rough draft of a note 
to the Serb-Croat-Slovene Government.’ He did not mean that the 
draft should be accepted as final but he simply wished to refer it to 
his colleagues for their consideration as a possible basis of discussion. 


° Appendix B to HD-68, p. 583. 
Mf Appendix A to HD-73, p. 718. 
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6. Mr. Porx said that at the meeting of the Council of the 11th 
October Marshal Foch had raised the question of two Commissions 
to deal with subjects relating to Russian prisoners of 


Brenig war in Germany. With reference to the resolution 
oy in the Minutes of the meeting in question (H.D. 68, 


Minute #4),° he desired to make it quite clear that 
the United States could not be committed to incur any expense. No 
American representative on the Commissions in question, or on any 
other Commission, could commit his Government to a financial obli- 
gation. The matter would first have to be brought before the Council 
and receive his approval. 

The Council took note of Mr. Polk’s remarks with reference to 
Resolution No. 4, H.D. 68, to the effect that the American representative 
on the Commissions dealing with questions relating to Russian pris- 
oners of war, and American representatives on all Commissions, could 
not bind their Government to financial obligations unless the subjects 
in question had been brought before the Supreme Council and received 
Mr. Polk’s approval. 

(The meeting then adjourned.) 


Horen DE Critron, Parts, 16 October, 1919. 


Appendix A to HD-71 
[The Interallied Mission at Budapest to the Supreme Council] 


U. S. NAVAL COMMUNICATION SERVICE 
PARIS, FRANCE 


TELEGRAM 


Send'vial?™. &'. 3% Check) See Daten ees 
22 VN Z 1139 


From Budapest October 13-14-1919 
To Supreme Council Peace Conference. 
Paris, 

Cold weather setting in, days delay now more serious than would 
have been weeks delay two months ago. Inter-Allied military mission 
therefore desires present Supreme Council following statement facts 
concerning conduct Roumanians with request for prompt action. They. 
have so thoroughly cleaned out country of rolling-stock that there are 
not enough for transportation local food and fuel requirements. Their 
Administration reduced food reserve Budapest to one third what it 
was September. According report from Hungarian Food Minister 


® Ante, p. 579. 


THE COUNCIL OF HEADS OF DELEGATIONS 679 


they have by unnecessary and cruel restriction prevented food from 
going out Budapest to neighboring suburbs, population which esti- 
mated six hundred thousand. Reported during evacuation trans 
Dunabia [Danubia?] they released Bolshevists who been detained and 
in city Budapest have repeatedly by force without written order taken 
Bolshevists prisoners out of jail. At Szolnok where committee this 
mission obtaining information about Roumanian exportations have 
arrested several Hungarian railway men who were aiding our efforts. 
Have prevented University students from reporting for continuation 
their courses. September 26th their commander in Chief sent letter to 
mission stating that to cover needs feeding Hungary, zone between Dan- 
ube and Thiess Rivers been placed at disposition Hungarian Govern- 
ment, no requisitions would take place that zone except those necessary 
for actual feeding troops, especially for city Budapest above zone be 
extended to East Thiess to Boundary line fixed by Commander, despite 
which October 5th Roumanian Colonel Rujinschi seized thirty aero- 
plane motors Budapest which cannot classified as food. October 10th 
in Budapest from firm Schmitt and Tarsai they seized removed ma- 
chinery which put two thousand laborers out work. Large number of 
similar cases with proof on hand. In reply to letter from mission that 
desired that objects National Museum be not disturbed until acted upon 
by committee they sent reply that intended take those and that signers 
letters Mardarescu and Diamandi assumed responsibility for action, 
this being in effect insult to nations represented on interallied military 
mission. That they did not take objects due fact doors sealed signed by 
President [of] Day at time and they afraid go to extreme breaking seal. 
Between five and six o’clock this morning they attempted arrest Prime 
Minister Friedrich and did arrest two Government officials result 
which President of Day in Person delivered General Mardarescu mem- 
orandum from mission copy which telegraphed Supreme Council this 
date. They kept their commander in chief General Mardarescu and 
High Commissioner Diamandi absent in Bucharest week during which 
no representative present with whom business could be transferred 
[transacted?]. Although they in August acknowledged InterAllied 
Military Mission as representing their superiors the Supreme Council, 
they have with negligible exceptions carried out none of instructions 
this mission and have always insisted acting as though Roumania 
equal or superior to nations represented on mission. They sent mis- 
leading reports Paris placing themselves attitude saviours of Hungary 
and have censored press in Hungary to extent that Hungarians could 
not refute false statement. On 19th September General Mardarescu 
wrote mission he taken all necessary measures make treatment of pris- 
oners satisfactory, stating especially from sanitary viewpoint accord- 
ing report his surgeon general conditions very good. October 11th 
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Mission receives communication from International Red Cross repre- 
sentatives stating his investigations at Arad resulted discover[y] con- 
ditions so opposed to conventions covering treatment prisoners war 
that he felt this mission should take action. This [Hzs?] conclusions 
which follow concur with all reports concerning same except Rou- 
manian reports “I find that.these prisoners were not captured on field 
battle but many days after cessation hostilities; that lodgings of pris- 
oners are unsanitary; that army which captured them take no care of 
them whatever, furnishes them neither food, clothing, medicine, cover- 
ing or anything; that from date their captivity prisoners had no funds 
and that majority cannot purchase anything for even insufficient nour- 
ishment. That prisoners treated contrary Article Nine General [e- 
meva| Convention 1906; ° that all these men are exposed to serious dis- 
eases if not properly aided; that orders given Red Cross at Arad to 
take care prisoners’ needs entirely illegal and cannot be based upon any 
law or international convention.” Dr. Munro British Food Commis- 
sion and Swiss Captain Burnier International Red Cross just returned 
from visiting following towns: Hatvan, Gyonsgyons, Miskolcz, Sator- 
alja Ujhely, Nyiregyhaza, Dedreczen, Szolnok, Magycarad [Nagyko- 
rés?], Békes, Gyula, Arad, Temesvar, and Szeged all in permanent por- 
tion Hungary but now occupied by Roumanians and have submitted 
statement from which following is extract “In all towns occupied by 
Roumanians we found oppression so great as to make life unbearable. 
Murder is common. Youths and women flogged. Imprisoned without 
trial, arrested without reason, theft of personal property under name 
of requisition. Condition of affairs prevails difficult for Western Eu- 
ropean realize who not seen and heard evidence. People forced take 
oath allegiance to Roumanian King; if refuse they persecuted. Ex- 
perienced Hungarian doctors of hospitals been replaced by inexperi- 
enced Roumanian doctors. Roumanian Military authorities demand 
petition for every passport. Request for coal or food. Petitions must 
be written Roumanian language. Roumanian lawyer just been em- 
ployed and charges enormous fees. Stationmaster Weber of Brad and 
Stationmaster Kétegyhiza been fearfully flogged. Last Good Friday 
Roumanians advanced suddenly to Boros-Sebés and two hundred fifty 
Hungarian soldiers taken prisoners. These killed in most barbarous 
manner. Stripped naked and stabbed with bayonets in way to prolong 
life long as possible. Roumanians established custom house every vil- 
lage. Delivery permits only be obtained by payment ridiculously large 
sum. Commerce isimpossible. People will soon starve. Deliberately 
for no military or political reasons apparent hospitals not allowed 
transport for coal and wood which already (Wire went out of commis- 
sion here) paid for. Very life of hospital hangs on coal. Hospitals 





* Malloy, Treaties, 1776-1909, vol. 1, p. 2183. 
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have [to be?] closed down entirely unless relieved immediately. Re- 
sults be disastrous. Will be outbreaks all sorts contagious epidemic dis- 
ease such [as?] typhus, typhoid, etc.” An American officer and an 
Italian doctor if Roumanians permit will accompany International Red 
Cross representative on thorough investigation prisoners war camps. 
In general Roumanian conduct been such that this Mission been almost 
wholly unable carry out its instructions and there apparently no pros- 
pect immediate improvement. It is unanimous opinion of Mission that 
unless Roumanians immediately evacuate Hungary and make at least 
partial restitution in particular of rolling stock, machinery and much 
other property seized here there will result in short time extreme suf- 
fering from lack food and fuel and recrudescence of Bolshevism. 
This Mission therefore of unanimous opinion that either Roumanians 
should be forced evacuate Hungary at once and make restitution out- 
lined or this Mission should be relieved. 


InrerAuuiep Miirrary Mission 
7:53 P. M., Ocropsr 14, 1919. 


Appendix B to HD-71 


GREEK DELEGATION 
TO THE 
PEACE CONFERENCE 
Paris, October 10, 1919. 
From: Mr. Politis, 
To: M. Clemenceau. 

You were kind enough to inform Mr. Venizelos, by your letter dated 
September 20th [30th?], that the Supreme Council had recognized that 
the Commission of Inquiry on the affairs of Smyrna could not with 
equity formulate its conclusions without having given full informa- 
tion to the Representative of the Greek Government and that, in 
consequence, it had decided “that the minutes of the Commission, 
including depositions of the witnesses, would be communicated to 
Colonel Mazarakis”.° 

You added that instructions to that effect had been sent by you to 
the Commission of Inquiry. 

I regret exceedingly to have to inform your Excellency that the 
Commission on Inquiry did not conform with those instructions, In- 
deed, it limited itself to sending to Colonel Mazarakis a statement of 
the facts established by it without communicating to him the deposi- 
tions of the witnesses regarding which it informed him by a letter 
dated October 7th that those depositions “had been made under the 


” HD-64, minute 6, p. 463. 
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promise of absolute secrecy and that it would be impossible for it to 
communicate them without breaking its promise.” 

Colonel Mazarakis replied, in conformity with the instructions of 
the Greek Government, that it was indispensable for him to see the 
whole dossier as the Supreme Council had decided. 

I am informed that the promise referred to by the Commission was 
not taken with all the witnesses: to the Greek witnesses the Commis- 
sion only recommended discretion without promising anything to 
them. However it may be, after having deprived the Representatives 
of the Greek Government of the right of legitimate defense prescribed 
by justice, the Commission of Inquiry, in spite of the instructions of 
the Supreme Council, has gone as far as to surround its procedure 
with an absolute secrecy, even as regards Colonel Mazarakis. 

In the name of the Greek Government, I feel obliged to protest 
against that unjust and arbitrary decision and I appeal to the equity 
of the Supreme Council, so that, in conformity with its decision of 
December [September] 30th, the Commission of Inquiry be formally 
invited to communicate to Colonel Mazarakis the depositions of the 
witnesses, even if strictly confidential. 

Please accept, etc. Po.rtis 


Appendix C to HD-71 
Note by the British Delegation 


The Austrian Delegation has addressed an unofficial appeal to the 
British Delegation with a view to obtain the release of the Austrian 
prisoners of war in Great Britain. 

The Austrian Delegation admits that Austria has no right to claim 
the release of these prisoners before the Treaty of Peace comes into 
force but justifies this appeal on the ground that prisoners belonging 
to other races of the former Austrian Empire, as well as German 
prisoners, are actually being released. 

The Delegation suggests that, if this request is granted, the Austrian 
Government, being unable to provide the necessary means of trans- 
port for the repatriation of the prisoners, would, with the consent of 
the British authorities, endeavour to arrange with the German Goy- 
ernment that these prisoners should be sent home together with the 
Germans. 

The number of Austrian prisoners in England appears to be no 
more than thirty-six officers and one hundred and twenty-five non- 
commissioned officers and men, 


15 Ocroser, 1919. 


Paris Peace Conf. 180.03501/72 HD-72 


Notes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers Held in M. Pichon’s Room at the Quai d’Orsay, Paris, 
on Saturday, October 18, 1919, at 10:30 a. m. 


PRESENT 
AMERICA, 
UNITED STATES OF BritisH HMPIRE FRANCE 
Hon. F. L. Polk Sir Eyre Crowe M. Clemenceau 
M. Pichon 
Secretary Secretary Secretaries 
Mr. L. Harrison Mr. H. Norman M. Dutasta 
M. Berthelot 
M. de St. Quentin 
ITALY JAPAN 
M. Tittoni M. Matsui 
Secretaries Secretary 
M. Paterno M. Kawai 


M. Barone Russo 


Joint Secretariat 


AMERICA, UNITED STATES OF...... Capt. G. A. Gordon. 
British HMPIRE...............-- Capt. G. Lothian Small. 
EEAUNC RS raters, cates crete Stscea ts M. Massigli. 

WARY? .26Sp. t5 i rhe. bia. 1 Sais Let. M. Zanchi. 


Interpreter.—M. Mantoux 


The following were also present for the items in which they were concerned: 


AMERICA, UNITED STATES OF 


Mr. E. L. Dresel 
Dr. J. B. Scott 
Capt. B. Winthrop. 


BritTisH HMPIRE 
Gen. Sackville-West 
Mr. A. Leeper 

Mr. Shearman 

Mr. C. Tufton 


FRANCE 
Marshal Foch 
M. Tardieu 
Gen. Weygand 
M. Laroche 
M. Fromageot 
M. Aubert 
M. Escoffier 
683 


44 





510124—-46—-VOL. VIII 


684 THE PARIS PEACE CONFERENCE, 1919, VOLUME VIII 


ITaALy 


Gen. Cavallero 
M. Ricci-Busatti 
M. Vannutelli-Rey 
M. Pilotti 


JAPAN 
M. Shigemitsu 


1. (The Council had before it a report presented by the Special 
Commission charged with determining the Composition of Interallied 
Forces of Occupation (See appendix “A”).) 


Composition of 


the Interallied GENERAL WeEYGAND read and commented upon the 
Orca report. He called the attention of the Council to 
bythe tee the reservations formulated by the Italian Military 


With Germany 


Representative and by the British Delegation. The 
Italian Military Representative felt that he ought to affirm again that 
his Government had only authorized the participation of three bat- 
talions destined for Upper Silesia. In the table prepared by the Com- 
mission the provision had been made for the employment of seven 
Italian battalions. He felt that he should add that in former Confer- 
ences the Italian Military Delegate had always expressed the same 
opinion on this point. 

M. Trrroni pointed out that in fact he had always stated that his 
Government could only send three battalions. 

M. Cremencrav observed that this decision meant imposing a heavy 
burden on the French. He took the liberty of insisting that M. Tit- 
toni should reconsider the matter. It seemed to him that Italy, not 
being threatened on any frontier, could do at least something more. 
If she should persist in her refusal she would put the French in a 
most unfair situation. 

M. Trrront reserved the right to reconsider the question. 

GrNnrraL Weycanp added that the British Delegation had made two 
reservations: it had first been decided that Memel should be occupied 
by a British battalion and an American battalion; according to the 
revised table which the Council had before it the American battalion 
was to be sent to Upper Silesia to reinforce the United States forces 
there and was replaced at Memel by a French battalion. The 
British Delegate accepted this change on condition that the command 
should be held by a British officer. 

Sir Eyre Crows said that this request was based on the same rea- 
eons which the British had always advanced. It was purely a question 
of organization and administration. 

M. Cremenceav said that France had no objection to the com- 
mand at Memel being held by a British Officer. 

Genera Wiycanp explained that the British Delegation also asked 
that all British troops forming part of the forces of occupation at 
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Dantzig, Marienwerder, Allenstein and Memel, should be treated as 
a single unit from an aediinddirativ’ point of view, although they 
were placed under different commands. 

M. Cremenceav said that he could not see anything unreasonable in 
this request. 

GrnrraL Weyeanp stated that no formal reservation had been made 
with respect to the American troops: but according to his conversa- 
tions with General Bliss it seemed to him that one point still remained 
to be settled, namely, would the American Government authorize to 
the use of its troops before the ratification of the Treaty by the 
Senate? 

Mr. Pox observed that a cable had been sent on this subject and 
a reply was expected. All he could say for the moment was that 
the troops were on the way and were first to be sent to Coblenz. He 
wished to draw the Council’s attention to another point. The Com- 
mission expressed the desire that in each zone of occupation the 
Presidency of the Interallied Commission and the command of the 
troops of occupation should be invested in individuals of the same 
nationality. Would it not be preferable with respect to the Inter- 
allied Commission that the Presidency would not be permanent but 
should rather be held in rotation by each nation represented. 

Sir Eyre Crowe thought that this was scarcely practicable. 

GENERAL WEYGAND observed that some Commissions, such as the 
one in Upper Silesia, would have a rather long life—perhaps from 
eight to twenty months—while others would only exist for from three 
to six months. Under these conditions he did not think a system 
of alternation was feasible. 

M. Cremenceav said that as far as he was concerned he attached 
so much importance to good feeling between Allies that he was quite 
willing to accede to Mr. Polk’s suggestion. 

Mr. Potx said that he in no way insisted upon this, he was merely 
making a suggestion. 

Sir Eyre Crowe thought that each Interallied Commission might 
be left free to elect its own President. 

GENERAL WEYGAND pointed out that this question was distinct from 
that of the command of the military forces, which would be deter- 
mined before the departure of the troops in conformity with the Com- 
mission’s recommendations. He wished finally to call the Council’s 
attention to a desire expressed by the Commission: It wished the 
departure of the Interallied Commissions and of the forces of 
occupation to be determined in such a way, and the date of the coming 
into force of the Treaty to be settled in such a fashion, that the Com- 
missions and forces of occupation would arrive at their appointed des- 
tinations at the moment of the coming into force of the Treaty. The 
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Commission also wished the German Government to be advised be- 
forehand of the date determined for the entry into force of the Treaty 
and its coincidence with the arrival of the Commissions and troops of 
occupation so that the German Government might take the necessary 
measures. 

M. Cremenceav agreed. 

GrenERAL Weycanp stated that the Allied General Staffs should 
therefore agree on the date when the troops could arrive at their ap- 
pointed destinations: that would be date upon which, as far as mili- 
tary questions were concerned, the Treaty could come into force. He 
would inform the Council of this date. 

It was decided: 


(1) to accept the recommendations of the special Commission rela- 
tive to the composition of Interallied forces of occupation (See 
Appendix “A”’), with the reservation that the definite approval of the 
Italian Government should be obtained ; 

(2) that the command of the various forces of occupation should be 
exercised according to the recommendations of the Commission, and 
that, at Memel, a British officer should be in command; 

(3) that although the British troops forming part of the forces 
of occupation at Dantzig, Marienwerder, Allenstein and Memel would 
be placed under different commands, they should, from an administra- 
tive point of view, be treated as a single unit; 

(4) that the departure of the Commissions and of the forces of 
occupation should be regulated in such a way, and that the date of 
the entrance into force of the Treaty should be fixed in such a man- 
ner, that both the Commissions and the forces of occupation should 
arrive at their appointed destinations at the moment of the entrance 
into force of the treaty of Peace; 

(5) that Marshal Foch, after agreeing with the Allied General 
Staffs, should inform the Supreme Council of the date from which 
they consider it possible for the Treaty to enter into force; 

(6) that the German Government should be notified in advance of 
the date fixed for the entry into force of the Treaty and of its coinci- 
dence with the arrival of the Commissions and the forces of occupa- 
tion, so that it might take all necessary measures within the proper 
time, and, especially to fix the date of evacuation of the districts in 
question by its own forces; 

(7) That the Interallied Commissions sent into the zones of occu- 
pation should choose their own presidents, without it being necessary 
for them to be of the same nationality as the Commanding Officers 
in the corresponding zones of occupation. 


His Seek 2. (The examination of this draft note was ad- 
the Serb-Croat- journed to the following session. ) 
Government 3. M. Brrruenor said that a telegram had just 


eo been received from the Interallied Mission at Buda- 
Clerk's Mission pest (See appendix “B”), stating that the Mission 
x had learned by a private telegram of the sending of 
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Sir George Clerk to Budapest. The Mission asked that it receive 
official confirmation thereof and that Sir George Clerk’s Mission 
might be defined. He submitted a draft telegram (See appendix 
“C”) which would officially notify the Generals of Sir George Clerk’s 
arrival and would define the Mission with which he was entrusted. 

Sir Eyre Crowe thought that in order to make the matter even 
more definite there should be added at the end of the first paragraph 
a sentence specifying that Sir George Clerk represented the Supreme 
Council in all political questions. 

M. Trrronr said that he had no objection to this draft on the 
condition that it was well understood that the Generals were in no 
way superseded; it should be clear that Sir George Clerk had a 
special mission and the Generals should retain jurisdiction over all 
military questions. 

M. Bertuetor proposed that the following sentence should be 
added at the end of the first paragraph, “He will represent the Su- 
preme Council in all political questions, the Generals retaining 
jurisdiction over military questions.” 

It was decided: 


(1) to approve the draft telegram (See Appendix “C”) to be sent 
to the Allied Generals at Budapest; 

(2) to add to the end of the first paragraph of this draft telegram 
the following sentence; : 

“He will represent the Supreme Council in all political questions, 
the Military Mission retaining jurisdiction over military questions.” 


4, (The Council had before it a note from the drafting Committee 
dated October 16th, 1919, (See Appendix “D”).) 

M. Fromaceor read and commented on the note of 
yn eesm the Drafting Committee. With respect to page 3, 
Trenty of Pence Section C in this report: 
yf elharaigl Mr. Potx raised the following questions: he asked 
if the question of restoration to Italy of rolling stock belonging 
to Italian Railroads was not within the jurisdiction of the Reparation 
Commission. 

M. Fromacegor said this was not a question of reparations for war 
damages: it concerned in fact rolling stock which was on Austro-Hun- 
garian territory at the outbreak of war and had been seized there. 

Mr. Pork, as a matter of information, asked if any disposition of 
this nature was provided for in the Treaty with respect to Austrian 
or Hungarian rolling stock which at the outbreak of war might have 
been on Italian territory. 

M. Fromaceor stated that there was not. 
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It was decided: 

In conformity with the recommendations of the Drafting Commit- 
tee (See Appendix “D”) to insert in the Treaty of Peace with Hun- 
gary the following articles: 


“Article A.—Hungary renounces, in all that concerns her, in favor 
of Italy, all rights and titles to which she might lay claim over terri- 
tories of the former Austro-Hungarian Monarchy recognized as form- 
ing part of Italy according to Article 36, paragraph 1, of the Treaty of 
Peace concluded September 10th, 1919 between the Allied and Asso- 
ciated Powers and Austria. 

Article B—No payment is due on the part of Italy by reason of her 
taking possession of the Palazzo Venezia at Rome. 

Article C_—Hungary will restore to Italy, within three months, all 
the rolling stock belonging to Italian railroads which, prior to the 
outbreak of war, has been transported into Austria and are at present 
in Hungary. ; 

Article D.—In derogation of Article 269, Part X, ( Economic 
Clauses), persons having their customary residence in the territories 
of the former Austro-Hungarian Monarchy now transferred to Italy 
pursuant to Article 86, paragraph 1, of the Treaty of Peace with Aus- 
tria, and who, during the war, were without the territories of the for- 
mer Austro-Hungarian Monarchy or had been imprisoned, interned or 
evacuated, will benefit fully by the provisions of Articles 252 and 253, 
Part X, (Economic Clauses). 

Article F'—Judgments rendered in civil and commercial causes 
since August 4th, 1914, by courts of territories transferred to ltaly, 
pursuant to Article 36, paragraph 1, of the Treaty of Peace with Aus- 
tria, between inhabitants of the said territories and nationals of the 
former kingdom of Hungary, will only become executory after an 
exequatur rendered by the new corresponding court of the territories 
In question. 

All judgments rendered since August 4th, 1914, by the judicial au- 
thorities of the former Austro-Hungarian Monarchy against Italian 
nationals or against those who shall acquire Italian nationality, pur- 
suant to the Treaty of Peace with Austria, for political crimes or 
misdemeanors, will be deemed null and void.” 


5. (The Council had before it a note of the Drafting Committee 
dated October 17th, 1919 (See Appendix “Ei” ) 9 

M. Fromacror read and commented on the note of the Drafting 
Committee. With respect to the eventual convocation of the Council 
of the League of Nations the following questions were raised: 


Beatin Salk Mr. Pox asked if all the Powers which, when they 
Treat Sr erni should have ratified the Treaty of Peace would be 
ermany 


represented in the Council of the League of Nations, 
would have to be represented at the first meeting of the Council? 
President Wilson had made it known that he was prepared to call a 
meeting of the Council for the three Powers which had ratified the 


Treaty, and he wished to know if the other powers had now to desig- 
nate their representatives. 
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M. Fromacgor explained that they did not have to, but that they 
could do so. This obligation would only arise for those Powers after 
they had ratified the Treaty. Nothing in the Treaty made the com- 
ing into force or the ratification thereof a condition precedent to these 
designations. 

Mr. Porx wished to know if this applied, for instance to Spain. 

M. Fromaceor answered that Spain could designate its representa- 
tive; that it was known, moreover, that she was ready to do so. 

Sir Eyre Crows wished to know if the Treaty specified any quorum 
necessary to validate the meetings of the League of Nations. Would 
the absence of one of the members invalidate the Council’s decision ? 

Mk. Pox said that he did not think so. : 

M. Tarprev said that there was no such provision in the Treaty. 

Mr. Potx asked if the Drafting Committee could prepare for Mon- 
day’s meeting a draft form of convocation to be sent out by President 
Wilson to call the meeting of the Council. 

M. Fromacgor resumed his commentaries on the note of the Drafting 
Committee. 

M. Tarpiev explained that the second part of the Drafting Com- 
mittee’s note had to some extent duplicated the work of the Committee 
on the Execution of the Treaty. This latter Committee, pursuant to 
the instructions it had received from the Supreme Council, had drawn 
up a list of the Commission[s] to be formed, and had indicated what 
Powers had designated their representatives on these Commissions and 
what Powers had not yet done so. 

M. Cremenceav stated that this latter report should be distributed 
and examined prior to the meeting of Thursday, October 28d: at this 
time each Power should designate the Commissioners which it had 
not yet named. 

It was decided : 


that the Drafting Committee should submit to the Supreme Council 
at its next meeting: 


( o the draft of a letter by which President Wilson should convoke 
the Council of the League of Nations for the day of the entry into 


force of the Treaty; 

_ (2) the draft of a letter from the Supreme Council to each of the 
Powers represented in the Council of the League of Nations inviting 
them to designate forthwith their representatives on this Council, as 
France and Italy had already done. 


6. (The Council had before it two draft protocols prepared by 
the Drafting Committee concerning, first, the deposit of ratifica- 
tions of the Treaty of Peace signed between the Allied 


the Deposit of and Associated Powers and Germany, of the Protocols 
> aes signed on the same day by the said Powers, and of the 


+HD-70, minute 6, p. 645. 
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arrangement of the same date between the United States, Belgium, 
the British Empire, France and Germany relative to the occupation 
of the Rhineland (See Appendix “F”); secondly, the deposit of 
ratifications of the Treaty signed June 28th, 1919, between the prin- 
cipal Allied and Associated Powers and Poland (See Appendix “G”).) 

M. Fromaceor pointed out that it was necessary to make a separate 
procés-verbal for each group of ratifications. It had likewise seemed 
important to the Committee that the hour of the signature should 
appear on the Procés-Verbaux. Indeed, that was an important 
point for the agents who would then be on the spot and who should 
be informed in advance or, at least, by telegram, of the hour the 
Treaty would come into force. In these protocols Germany for the 
last time signed in the last place: once this act had been accom- 
plished she would sign in her alphabetical order. He drew the 
Council’s attention to the great importance of having Czecho- 
Slovakia ratify the Treaty of Versailles before it should come into 
force. Czecho-Slovakia would be the only non-ratifying country 
having a common frontier with Germany. A situation might thus 
arise which might create difficulties with respect to the operation of 
the Delimitation Commission provided for by Article 83 of the 
Treaty. 

It was decided: 


to approve the draft procés-verbaux of Deposits of Ratifications 
prepared by the Drafting Committee with respect, first, to the deposit 
of ratifications of the Treaty of Peace with Germany, as well as of 
the Protocol signed on the same day by the said Powers, and of the 
Arrangement of the same date between the United States, Belgium, 
the British Empire, France and Germany, concerning the Rhine- 
land (See Appendix “F”’) ; secondly, to the deposit of ratifications of 
the Treaty with Poland (See Appendix “G”). 


7. (The Council had before it a note from the French Delega- 
tion (See appendix “H”) and a note of the Drafting Committee dated 
Operation of the October 16th, 1919 (See Appendix “I”).) 


Plebiscite and 
Delimitation M. Fromaceor read and commented upon the note 


Commissions in 


the Absence of of the Drafting Committee. He explained that. the 
merican . ° 

Representatives question raised by M. Von Lersner only concerned the 
Delimitation and Plebiscite Commissions, but it was insidious, because 
the same argument might apply to far more important Commissions 
such as the Reparation Commission. If Germany might maintain that 
the Reparation Commission could only operate if a given power were 
represented thereon, a very dangerous situation would arise. Con- 
sequently the Drafting Committee recommended that all Commis- 
sions should be considered regularly constituted as soon as the 
Powers which had ratified the Treaty—and which consequently 
would then be obliged to be represented on these Commissions—and 
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the Powers which had agreed to send representatives before having 
ratified, should be represented. The latter Powers would be in a 
situation analogous to that of the Powers which were not parties to 
the Treaty but which, nevertheless, were by the Treaty accorded the 
right of designating representatives on different Commissions, such, 
for instance, as Holland and the Scandinavian States. 

Mr. Potx said that he had no objection to make to this solution but 
he wondered if the Germans could raise any. 

M. Fromaceor replied that they would have no valid ground for 
contesting the vote of a member of a Commission designated by a 
Power which had not yet ratified the Treaty; when once the Treaty 
had come into force, the Commissions were composed of the repre- 
sentatives of the Powers specified in the Treaty. The Treaty nowhere 
provided that the representatives on the Commissions should be the 
representatives of Powers which had ratified. 

M. Trrton1 inquired if ratification and the right of being repre- 
sented on Commissions should be considered in law as two distinct mat- 
ters? He wished to know if the right of representation existed even 
in the absence of ratification, or was the foregoing only a provisional 
solution ? 

M. Fromaceor replied that the Drafting Committee considered the 
right of representation to be in law independent of ratification: the 
right of representation existed irrespective of ratification, whereas, 
on the other hand, the duty of being represented arose from ratifica- 
tion. But there was a second delicate point: what would happen if 
the Powers which had not ratified did not designate representatives? 
It seemed to the Drafting Committee that even in this case the de- 
cisions of the Commissions would be valid; if, in that event, the votes 
should be equal, the vote of the President of the Commission would be 
controlling as provided for in article-437 of the Treaty. 

M. Cremenceav thought that the question had not been raised and 
wondered if the Germans would seek to raise trouble on this point. 

M. Trrront thought that if M. Fromageot’s argument were legally 
sound, the reply to his question was impliedly contained therein: with 
regard to the Powers which had ratified, and which thereby came under 
the obligation of naming representatives on the Commissions, there 
was no doubt that they must send representatives in order to validate 
the decisions of these Commissions; on the other hand, if the Powers 
which merely had the option of naming representatives did not make 
use thereof, that fact would in no wise affect the validity of the de- 
cisions of the Commissions, and the latter could operate legally. 

M. Cuemenceav inquired whether Germany should be informed of 
the foregoing point of view before she had raised any question with re- 
spect thereto. 
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M. Fromacgor saw no necessity of replying and thought that there 
was nothing to be gained by divulging these arguments. 

M. Trrtont expressed the desire that M. Fromageot should give the 
Council a confidential report. containing the legal development of this 
argument. 

M. Cremenceav thought that this would be a purely academic docu- 
ment, but he had no objection to M. Fromageot giving it to M. Tittoni. 

M. Fromacgor inquired whether his Committee should reply on the 
first point to M. Von Lersner ? 

M. Cremenceav said that it should send a note to M. Dutasta. 

M. Dorasra remarked that M. Von Lersner made no secret of the 
fact that public opinion in Germany would be greatly disturbed if 
America were not represented on the different Commissions until the 
Senate had ratified the Treaty. . 

Mr. Potx doubted whether, under M. Fromageot’s plan, America 
would be represented. 

M. CremeEnceav stated that he recalled distinctly that President 
Wilson, after some hesitation, had agreed that the United States would 
be represented on the Reparation Commission.? 

Mr. Pox pointed out that this was only unofficial. Prior to ratifi- 
cation the United States was not authorized to be officially repre- 
sented; he very much doubted whether, in view of the political situa- 
tion, the United States would insist as a matter of right on having 
official representation on these Commissions prior to ratification. If 
Mr. Wilson spoke of American representation on the Reparation Com- 
mission he only meant representation after ratification. 

M. CremeEncesv agreed. 

(It was decided: 


A—(1) to approve the principles contained in the note of the Draft- 
ing Committee relative to the question put by Baron von Lersner (See 
Appendix “I”) ; 

(2) that the Drafting Committee should send to the Secretary Gen- 
eral of the Conference a note refuting the argument presented by 
Baron von Lersner in the course of his interview with M. Dutasta.) 


8. M. Tarprzv read the text of a resolution adopted by the Council 
on October 15th (See H. D. 70).? The reply to the first two para- 
graphs of this resolution was contained in M. 


ror Fromageot’s report; there remained the last question : 
artly Hee the what was the value of the means of action placed at the 
Tepe disposal of the Allied and Associated Powers by the 


Treaty of Peace compared with those available by 
virtue of the Armistice? Under the Armistice the available means 
were: 


* IC-170Q, minute 2, vol. v, p. 72. “4 
* Minute 6, p. 645. ! 
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( 1) the occupation of the left bank of the Rhine and the bridge- 
eads; | 


(2) the right of occupying that portion of the neutral zone from 
north of Cologne to the Dutch frontier ; 

(3) the occupation of the bridgehead at Kehl (measures to that 
effect had been taken) ; 

(4) resumption of hostilities after forty-eight hours notice; 

(5) the maintenance of the blockade; 

(6) the retention of prisoners of war. 


The coming into force of the Treaty would deprive us of the possibility 
of resuming hostilities; it deprived us of the weapon of blockade 
insofar as general measures were concerned, since the American Goy- 
ernment did not seem disposed to admit the principle of a pacific block- 
ade; finally, we lost the right of occupying the neutral zone to the 
north of Cologne. With the Treaty in force, if Germany committed 
hostile acts, the Covenant of the League of Nations would come into 
play. If, on the other hand, Germany limited itself to acts of passive 
resistance, Articles 12 to 18 of the Covenant would come into operation 
and, the Council of the League of Nations would take such measures 
as it deemed fit. Finally, the occupation of the bridgeheads gave us 
another means of action. The Treaty of Peace likewise allowed us, 
which was not true of the Armistice, to disarm Germany and to stop 
the manufactures and the recruiting which she was carrying on at the 
present moment. He added that whatever judgment might be passed 
on the reply of the Committee on the Execution of the Treaty, its value 
was only relative, for the period of decision was necessarily a very 
short one. 

Sir Eyre Crowe wished to know what the attitude would be with 
respect to the clauses of the Armistice which had not been fulfilled. 
Could their fulfilment be exacted ? 

M. Tarviev replied that the Committee on the Execution of the 
Treaty had not considered this question. He, personally, was of the 
opinion that if the Treaty should be put into force without previously 
demanding the fulfilment of these clauses there would be no ground 
for such a demand after the Treaty’s coming into force. If it were 
desired that certain clauses should be fulfilled by Germany a demand 
to that effect should be made before the Treaty came into force. 

M. Ciemenceav inquired what causes Sir Eyre Crowe had in mind. 

Sir Eyre Crows replied that he was thinking of the evacuation of 
the Baltic Provinces. 

M. Tarptev said that if the fulfillment of the Armistice clauses 
which had not been carried out was desired, the only efficacious means 
of action should be used, namely, an advance into Germany. 
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Sm Eyre Crowe observed that this would be rather difficult after 
the Treaty had been ratified. 

M. Cuemenceav asked the Drafting Committee to submit at the 
next meeting of the Council a report on this question, having espe- 
cially in mind the situation in the Baltic Provinces. 

(It was decided : 


(1) that the Drafting Committee should present to the Supreme 
Council at its next meeting a report as to whether, after the comin 
into force of the Treaty, the Allied and Associated Powers woul 
have the right to demand the fulfilment of Clauses of the Armistice 
which had not been executed, in particular, the evacuation of the Baltic 


Provinces; 

(2) that the Drafting Committee should point out in its report 
the affirmative means of action of which the Allied and Associated 
Governments might avail themselves in order to insure the fulfilment 
of these clauses after the coming into force of the Treaty.) 


9, M. Tarvieu said that at its meeting of July 28th * the Council had 
approved a recommendation of the Committee on the Execution of 
the Treaty and had decided to create a Committee to coordinate ques- 

tions relative to the interpretation and the execution 
raf cigar of the clauses of the Treaty with Germany. Up to 


the Commission a : 
for the Execution the present moment the British Empire and Japan 


f the Tre 
Atter It Comes had alone designated their representatives on this 
Committee. It would be well for the United States, 
France and Italy to designate their representatives on this Committee. 
M. Trrronr proposed that the Powers should have the right to 
designate an alternate delegate in case their principal delegate should 
not be able to sit. 


(It was decided: 


(1) that the United States, France and Italy should as soon as pos- 
sible designate their representatives on the Committee for the coor- 
dination of questions concerning the interpretation and execution of 
the clauses of the Treaty with Germany; 

(2) that the Principal Allied and Associated Powers might des- 
ignate alternate delegates who, if necessary, should replace their dele- 
gates on this Committee.) 


10. Sm Eyre Crowe pointed out that the allowance for members 
of the Commissions of Control and of Delimitation had been fixed, 
caterer but that nothing had been decided for the members of 
Beubers of tks the Plebiscite Commissions. He suggested that the 
SO atta question should be referred to a special Committee. 


‘HD-17, minute 1, vol. vu, p. 356. 
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(It was decided: 


that a subcommittee of the Committee on the execution of the Treaty 
should determine the allowances to be granted to the personnel of 
the Plebiscite Commissions, after having consulted representatives 
of these Commissions.) 


11. Marsuat Focn stated that the reply of the German Govern- 
ment to the last Note of the Allied and Associated Powers relative 
ae to the evacuation of the Baltic Provinces® had just 
the Baltic xeached him, and that it would be sent that day to the 

various delegations. The German Government ac- 
cepted the sending of an Allied General Officer as had been pro- 
posed in the Note of the Allied and Associated Powers. In view of 
the great importance of hastening in every way the evacuation of the 
Baltic Provinces, he recommended that the Council should at once 
designate this General Officer, and he proposed the name of General 
Mangin. 

(It was decided : 

that General Mangin should be charged by the Allied and Associ- 
ated Powers with the duty, 

(1) of ascertaining from the German Government the measures 
taken by it with a view to regulating the conditions of evacuation, and 
of proposing to that Government the measures which he himself 


should deem proper; 
(2) of exercising on the spot an effective control over the execution 


of these measures. ) 
(The meeting then adjourned.) 
Horer pe Critton, Paris, October 18, 1919. 


Appendix A to HD-72 


[Report by the Special Commission Charged With Determining the 
Composition of Interallied Forces of Occupation] 


Tn accordance with the resolution of October 15,° Marshal Foch 
has the honor to address the following proposals to the Supreme Coun- 
cil, concerning the composition of the Interallied occupation contin- 
gent in the territories which, by the terms of the Peace Treaty, may 
or must be occupied by Interallied contingents. These proposals were 
studied : 





5 Appendices D and E to HD-67, pp. 546 and 547. 
6 HD-70, minute 4, p. 642. 
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For: 
Untrep States GREAT Brirain FRANCE Itaty 
By: 
General Bliss Sir Eyre Crowe  Mr.Laroche Count Vannutelli 
Gen. Sackville- Gen. Wey- Gen. Cavallero 
West. gand . 


The principles of distribution proposed for the Allied contingents 
are as follows 


—equality of expenses and responsibilities among the Powers, ac- 
count being taken of their totality ; : ; 

—predominance in each zone of the contingents belonging to the 
Power which insures the Command in that zone, the other Powers 
being represented by a smaller contingent. ; 

—ho contingent shall be less than one battalion; consequently in 
certain zones, two powers only will participate in the occupation. 


The table hereto annexed gives the composition of the occupation 
contingents and their distribution among the Allied and Associated 
Powers. 

It is desirable that, in each zone, the Presidency of the Commission 
and the Command of occupation forces be exercised by personalities 
belonging to the same nation, without making this condition com- 
pulsory in every instance. 

We have the honor to submit to the Supreme Council the opinion 
that it would be advisable, in order to insure the execution of the 
Treaty under the most favorable circumstances: 


1st) on one hand, to arrange for the departure of the Commissions 
and the occupation troops. 

on the other hand, to fix the date of the entry into force of the Treaty, 
in order that the Commissions and occupation troops may reach their 
destinations at the time of the entry into force of the Treaty. 

2nd) to advise the German Government, prior to the date fixed for 
the entry into force and of the coinciding with that entry into force 
and the arrival of the Commissions and the occupation troops in order 
that the German Government be in a position to take all the necessary 
dispositions, and in particular to fix the date for the evacuation of the 
territories by its own forces. 


Nore.—The Italian Military Delegates, although having participated 
in the study of the distribution provided for in the present plan, deems 
it expedient to affirm that the Italian Government has authorized the 
participation of only three battalions destined for Upper Silesia. 
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[Annex] 


COMPOSITION OF THE INTERALLIED OCCUPATION CONTINGENTS 


ee ee eee 


Distribution between the 
Allied and Associated 








Strength Powers 
Neces- Command Observations 
Sory) Great 
United 
Brit- France| Italy 
ain States 

Upper Silesia__- 18 3 3 7 § | French _._._:_.- 

Teschen._.____- Sricste see. a a 1} American______- In case of troubles, the first 
reinforcement battalion to 
be sent to Teschen will be 
taken from the British 

3 ; troops in Upper Silesia 

Dantzig______-. 4 2 1 Tleacctes aSrigish. oases 

Marienwerder_- 2 Race. eee oe 1 | Italian” 2322h3 

Allenstein______ 4 3 Wa beet o sto ae BTitisne oc. eee 

Memel.._______ 2 1 i Ue eS 2 a Undetermined-_-_| No proposal is made on ac- 
count of the special charac- 

: ter of the exclusively mili- 
tary occupation of Memel. 

Schleswig-_-__._ 3 iu 1 Py | eee ee British ssn 

Total. = 36 il 8 10 7 





*The strength of the contingents is indicated in battalions, it being understood that the strength of 
one battalion is to be maintained at from 600 to 800 men. 

Artillery—In the zones where artillery is necessary (Upper Silesia, Dantzig) the proportion of artillery 
will be 1 battery for each regiment. ; 

Machine guns—Shall be included in the organization of the battalions, or shall be formed into sepa- 
rate companies according to the army organizations. {Footnote in the original.] 





Memorandum 


MopiFIcaTIon Proposep CoNCERNING THE DISTRIBUTION OF THE 
CoNTINGENTS 


The French Representatives propose to the American, British and 
Italian Representatives that in modification of what was decreed on 
October 16, one French battalion be located in Memel in place of 
the American battalion provided for, this latter to proceed to Upper 
Silesia to replace the French battalion retired. 

If this proposal is approved, the annexed table should be substi- 
tuted for the table annexed to the report. 
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[Annex] 


CoMPOSITION OF THE INTERALLIED OCCUPATION CONTINGENTS 
ee a ee 


Distribution between the Al- 
lied and Associated Powers 
Strength SE iceman 














Neces- Command Observations 
sary* | Great A 
z Brit- Pattee France| Italy 
ain 
poet rae 3 : i 1 i qe es In case of troubles, the first 
TPRPARGE-sesaetelnd tes ease E> ~~") “reinforcement battalion to 
be sent to Teschen will be 
taken from the British 
troops in Upper Silesia. 
pantyig=e 4 2 1 Pee 
Marien werder-- i ; sereselrmetr 1 | Italian-- 
Allensteinc----)) 4) 7 Spe ° Dip nwt se 
es 2 Pees seco 1 |___.__| Undetermined._| No proposal is made on ac- 
Mare ates count of the special char- 
acter of the exclusively 
military occupation of Me- 
mel. 
Schleswig------ 3 1 1 t padres. British=...-2 =. 
Total 36 11 8 10 7 


a 


*The strength of the contingents is indicated in battalions, it being understood that the strength of one 
battalion is to be maintained at from 600 to 800 men, her ; ' rk 

Artillery—In the zones where artillery is necessary (Upper Silesia, Dantzig) the proportion of artillery 
will be 1 battery for each infantry regiment. 7 : t 

‘Machine guns—Shall be included in the organization of the battalions, or shall be formed into separate 
companies according to the army organizations. [Footnote in the original.] 





Appendix B to HD-72 
Telegram 


From: Interallied Military Commission. 
To: Supreme Council, Peace Conference, Paris. 


No. 841 Bupapgst, October 17, 1919. 


The Commission has just learned, through a telegram addressed to 
one of its members, of the early arrival at Budapest of Sir George 
Clerk, supplied with full powers. It requests that this designation 
be officially confirmed by the Supreme Council and to clearly specify 
just what shall be the respective attributions of the Commission on 
one hand, and of Sir George Clerk on the other. 


Appendix C to HD-72 


Telegram From the Supreme Council to the Interallied Military 
Mission at Budapest 

Octoser 18, 1919. 

The Supreme Council of the Allied and Associated Powers has de- 

cided to send Sir George Clerk to Budapest as its special representa- 

tive. Sir George Clerk is directed to establish relations with the 
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various Hungarian political parties and to inform M. Friedrich of 
the views of the Supreme Council concerning the conditions which 
must be fulfilled by a Hungarian government capable of maintaining 
order, of instituting elections and of concluding peace with the Allies. 
He will represent the Supreme Council in all political questions, 
the Interallied Military Mission retaining jurisdiction of military 
questions. 

The special political mission of Sir George Clerk in no wise modi- 
fies the general mission of a military nature with which the Allied 
Generals were entrusted by the confidence of the Supreme Council. 
Sir George Clerk will inform the Generals of the deliberations taken 
by the Supreme Council pursuant to their last communications, and, 
in particular, their telegrams under date of October 13th and 14th.’ 
He will inform them that the Council has decided to take all the 
measures necessary to force the Roumanian Government to follow the 
line of conduct which it was requested to adopt. 

PoLtk 
Amf[erican] Mission 





Appendix D to HD-72° 


Drafting Committee Note on the Italian Proposal Concerning the 
Peace Conditions With Hungary 


Ocroszr 16, 1919. 


The extent of the Italian proposition, such as this proposition is 
presented, appears to be the following: 

1st—To assure the renunciation of Hungary, in favor of Italy, to all 
rights and titles, to which Hungary might have pretensions on the 
Austrian territories or on the Austro-Hungarian territories (that is, 
the territories placed up to this time under the undivided sovereignty 
of Austria and of Hungary) attributed to Italy in accordance with 
the Austrian Treaty and supplementary treaties. 

If, as explained by the Italian Delegation, Hungary has never aban- 
doned her pretensions over certain parts of the Austrian territories, 
properly speaking, attributed to Italy, it is important to end the 
matter. Furthermore, if among the territories attributed to Italy 
according to the Austrian Treaty, there are Austro-Hungarian ter- 
ritories, it is necessary to provide for a renunciation on the part of 
Hungary as well as on the part of Austria. 

On the first point, the Italian proposal appears, therefore, justified. 
It is none the less so concerning the other States born of the dismem- 





7 Appendix A to HD-71, p. 678. 
® Filed separately under Paris Peace Conf. 185.3131/4. 
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berment of the former Monarchy or grantees of the Austrian or 
Austro-Hungarian territories. The provisions already adopted pro- 
vide for this (see Articles 37, 40 and 45 of the Peace Conditions with 
Hungary). 

The Drafting Committee proposes therefore to further provide, as 
far as Italy is concerned, by the following provisions: 

“That Hungary renounces, in so far as she is concerned, in favor of 
Italy, all rights and titles to which she might have pretensions on the 
territories of the former Austro-Hungarian Monarchy, now recog- 
nized as being a part of Italy, in accordance with Article 36, alinea Ist, 


of the Peace Treaty, concluded the 10th of September, 1919 between 
the Allied and Associated Powers and Austria.’ 


2nd—That a renunciation on the part of Hungary be stipulated at 
this time over all rights and titles on Hungarian territories which are 
not yet, but which will perhaps subsequently be, attributed to Italy. 

Concerning the second point, the proposal appears premature. It 
will be justified only in the event of a decision of the Supreme Council 
attributing these Hungarian territories to Italy. 

38rd—To stipulate that concerning Hungary, even in case no 
Hungarian territory would be attributed to Italy, Italy will enjoy the 
same right which she now enjoys in relation to Austria by virtue of 
the special Section concerning Italy (Articles 36 to 45 of the Austrian 
Treaty). 

This third point gives rise to the following remarks: 

a) It is perfectly natural to have a provision inserted in the 
Hungarian Treaty in favor of Italy corresponding to that of Article 
40 of the Austrian Treaty, and stipulating that no sum shall be due 
from Italy by virtue of her entry into possession of the “Palazzo 
Venezia” in Rome. As long as the acquisition under gratuitous title 
was admitted, and that in fact the structure was Austro-Hungarian 
property, it is important to stipulate a similar clause with Hungary 
as with Austria, that is: 


“No sum shall be due from Italy by virtue of her entry into posses- 
sion of the ‘Palazzo Venezia’ in Rome.” 


6) Articles 38, 39, 41, 48 and 44 of the Italian section of the Aus- 
trian Treaty refer exclusively to the territories attributed to Italy 
and to the state of affairs created by the transfer of sovereignty. 
The Drafting Committee was unanimous in deciding that these pro- 
visions were not applicable as concerns Hungary. 

c) Article 42 of the said section of the Austrian Treaty stipulates 
that Austria is obligated to restore to Italy the Italian cars which had 
entered Austria prior to the war and not yet returned to Italy. 

The Italian Delegation points out that among these cars which 
entered Austria a considerable number at the present time are in 
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Hungary and that, in consequence, their restoration should be stipu- 
lated concerning Hungary, as was done with Austria. 
The Drafting Committee therefore proposes a provision as follows: 


“Hungary shall restore to Italy within a period of three months, all 
the cars belonging to the Italian railroads, which, prior to the war, 
had entered Austria and are at the present time in Hungary.” 


d) Articles 37 to 45 of the Italian section of the Austrian treaty 
deal with the methods of procedure or analogous questions. 

Article 37 protects the inhabitants of the territories attributed to 
Italy, in accordance with the Treaty of St. Germain, against certain 
foreclosures or limitations, which, without such provision, might be 
found applicable, in cases where these persons were, during the war, 
absent, evacuated, interned or imprisoned. 

As was pointed out by the Italian Delegation, there would be, if 
not a direct contradiction, at least a peculiarity difficult to explain, if 
the same person, having been the object of measures of coercion, 
obtained protection against the consequences of this measure as con- 
cerns Austria, and not as. concerns Hungary, especially if it is consid- 
ered that very often during the war orders were given which were 
common both to Austria and to Hungary. 

Consequently, the Drafting Committee proposes to reproduce as 
follows, in the Hungarian Treaty, Article 37 of the Austrian Treaty, 
by specifying clearly that the question concerns the territories attrib- 
uted to Italy in accordance with Art. 36, alinea 1 of the Treaty of 
St. Germain. 

“By derogation of Article 269, Part X (Economic Clauses), per- 
sons having their habitual residence within the territories of the 
former Austro-Hungarian Monarchy, transferred to Italy in con- 
formity with Article 36, alinea 1, of the Peace Treaty with Austria, 
and who, during the war were outside of the territories of the former 
Austro-Hungarian Monarchy, or had been interned, imprisoned, or 
evacuated, shall integrally enjoy the advantages of the dispositions 
provided for in Articles 252, and 253, Part X, ( conomic Clauses) .[”’] 


Article 45, in its first alinea, provides that the judgments rendered 
in civil and commercial affairs subsequent to August 4, 1914, (date 
of the declaration of Italian neutrality) between the inhabitants of 
the territories attributed to Italy and the Austrians, or between these 
inhabitants and the Germans, Bulgarians and Turks, by the courts of 
the said territories shall be executory only after exequatur by Italian 
tribunals replacing the tribunals in which the judgments were ren- 
dered. 

It could not be understood why the same measures be not taken, 
concerning similar cases, when the judgments were rendered between 
the said inhabitants and Hungarians. In other words, the Hungarian 


702 THE PARIS PEACE CONFERENCE, 1919, VOLUME VIII 


nationals should be treated, on the ceded territories as are the Aus- 
trians, Germans and Bulgarians and Turks. 

Alinea 2 of the same Article annuls the judgments rendered, in 
political affairs against the Italians, by the Austro-Hungarian judi- 
ciary authorities, including those persons becoming Italian by virtue 
of the Treaty with Austria. 

When it is considered that very often, as was mentioned above, the 
trials and condemnations took place by virtue of orders, common to 
the two parties to the former Austro-Hungarian Monarchy, it is 
difficult to explain why a similar provision be not taken mutually con- 
cerning each one of the two parties of the former Monarchy, that is 
to say toward Hungary as toward Austria. 

Referring to alineas 8, 4, and 5 of the said Article 45 of the Austrian 
Treaty, their provisions have a special bearing concerning Austria, 
and the relations between the Austrian and Italian judiciary authori- 
ties, as a result of the transfer of sovereignty. They do not appear, 
therefore, to apply in the Treaty with Hungary. 

The Drafting Committee proposes, therefore, to insert in the Hun- 
garian Treaty an article corresponding with the first two alineas of 
Article 45 of the Austrian Treaty, as follows: 

“1st—The judgments rendered in civil and commercial affairs, subse- 
quent to August 4, 1914, by the tribunals of the territories transferred 
to Italy, in accordance with Article 36, alinea 1, of the Peace Treaty 
with Austria, between the inhabitants of the said territories, and 
nationals of the former kingdom of Hungary, shall be executory only 
after exequatur pronounced by the new corresponding tribunal in 
the territories in question.” 

“2nd—All judgments rendered subsequent to August 4, 1914, by the 
judiciary authorities of the former Austro-Hungarian Monarchy 
against Italian nationals, including those to whom Italian nationality 
shall be acquired in conformity with the Treaty of Peace with Austria, 
for crimes or political misdemeanors, shall be considered null and void.” 


For the Drafting Committee, 
Henrt FromaGror 


Appendix E to HD-72 
[Note From the Drafting Committee] 


As the Treaty provides that, without delay, German sovereignty 
over certain territories be transferred either to the League of Nations 
or to the Principal Allied and Associated Powers, and as certain 
measures must be taken either by the Council of the League of Nations 
or by the Principal Allied and Associated Powers, it is necessary that 
on the day of the entry into force of the Treaty the necessary organ- 
isms be ready to exercise the functions for which the League of 
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Nations, or the Principal Allied and Associated Powers, will be, from 
that time, responsible. 

1st—Concerning the League of Nations, nothing can be regularly 
done except by the Council. However, the Council itself cannot exist 
legally and act regularly until after the entry into force of the Treaty. 

In order to obviate the difficulties which could result from that situ- 
ation, the following procedure could be used as a base: 

1st—by the terms of Article 5 of the Convention, the President of 
the United States is to convoke the first meeting of the Council. 
Nothing in the text opposes the convocation before the entry into 
force of the Treaty or before ratification by the United States. On 
this latter point, in fact, if, in default of ratification by the United 
States, the President is not obliged to make this convocation, it is 
none the less true, in any case, that he has received the authority from 
the contracting powers to do so. 

The President of the United States, therefore, should be requested, 
at once, to convoke the Council of the League of Nations for the day 
of the entry into force of the Treaty, that is to say, for the day of the 
first deposit of the ratifications, in adding that the date shall be later 
specified. 

The convocation should be made for the same place as the deposit- 
ing of the ratifications, that is, in Paris, and should be addressed to 
each one of the Powers represented in the Council, that is, to the five 
Principal Allied and Associated Powers, and to Belgium, Brazil, 
Spain, and Greece. 

2nd—At the present time each one of the said Powers represented 
on the Council should be invited by the Supreme Council to designate 
its representative without delay, as has already been done by France 
and Italy. 

Here also, nothing in the Treaty subordinates these designations 
to the entry into force or to the preliminary ratifications of the Treaty. 

3rd—To meet as soon as possible, in a non-official meeting in the 
presence of the General Secretary of the Council, Sir Eric Drummond, 
in which should be represented the members of the Council of the 
League of Nations designated by the Powers. During this meeting 
unofficial decisions should be made concerning all the measures tend- 
ing to insure, as soon as the entry into force of the Treaty, the execu- 
tion of the obligations immediately incumbent upon the League of 
Nations, i. e.: 

a) Provide for the government and the fixing of the boundaries of 
the Saar Basin, that is, designation of the Commission and formulat- 
ing of instructions to be given it—designation of the delimitation 
commission ; 

b) Designation of the High Commissioner to Dantzig, and in- 
structions to be given him; 
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7) pening immediately and unofficially, of these agents to their 
posts, in order that they may be ready to take up their duties offi- 
cially upon the day and hour of the entry into force of the Treaty. 


4th—Upon the day and hour fixed for the filing of the ratifications 
and consequently, for the entry into force of the Treaty : Official meet- 
ing of the Council of the League of Nations which, from that time, 
shall exist legally—legalization of the measures taken unofficially— 
issuance of orders to agents previously sent to their posts, to imme- 
diately assume their duties. 

On this same day, invitations to adhere to the League of Nations, 
as has already been decided, should be sent to the third Powers enu- 
merated in the Convention. 

5th—Concerning the Principal Allied and Associated Powers, from 
the present moment it appertains to the Supreme Council to take, 
if such has not already been done, all measures necessary to insure 
the execution of the obligations which are incumbent on it by the 
entry into force of the Treaty, or at least in the few days following; 
that is, notably: 


a) Provide for the Government of Memel-Dantzig and the German 
Colonies. 
6) Civil High Commission to the occupied Rhenish countries. 
c) Plebiscite Commission: Upper Silesia-Eastern Prussia (Allen- 
stein)—Western Prussia (Marienwerder)—Schleswig; 
d) Delimitation Commissions: Belgium—Czecho-Slovakia (Rati- 
bor)—Poland—Dantzig—including the High Commissioner; 
e) Supervision Commissions: military, naval and Aeronautic; 
7) Commission on the demolition of Heligoland; 
g). Prisoners of war Commission; 
Ah) Reparations Commission ; 
z) River Commissions: Rhine, Danube, Elbe, and Oder; 
j) List of those accused of crimes and misdemeanors against the 
rights of people. 
ere necessary, the sending, immediately and unofiicially, of 
these agents to their posts, in order that they may be ready to take 
up their duties officially upon the day and hour of the entry into 
force of the Treaty. 
For the Drafting Committee, 


Henri FromaGreor 
Ocroprr 17, 1919. 


Appendix F to HD-72 
Procés—Verbal 


of the deposit of ratifications of the Peace Treaty signed at Versailles, 
June 28, 1919, between the United States of America, the British 
Empire, France, Italy and Japan, Principal Allied and Associated 
Powers, Belgium, Bolivia, Brazil, Cuba, Ecuador, Greece, Guatemala, 


e 
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Haiti, Hedjaz, Honduras, Liberia, Nicaragua, Panama, Peru, Poland, 
Portugal, Rumania, Serb, Croat, Slovene State, Siam, Czecho-Slovak 
State, and Uruguay, on the one hand,—and Germany on the other; 
as well as of the following acts: the Protocol, signed the same day 
by the said Powers, the Arrangement of the same date by the United 
States of America, Belgium, the British Empire, France and Germany 
concerning the occupation of Rhenish territories. 


In execution of the final clauses of the Peace Treaty signed at 
Versailles, on June 28, 1919, the undersigned assembled at the Ministry 
of Foreign Affairs, in Paris, to proceed with the deposit of the ratifi- 
cations and to deliver them to the French Republic. 

The instruments of the ratifications or notifications of their sending 
by three of the Principal Allied and Associated Powers, i. e.: 


of the British Empire, for the Peace Treaty, the Protocol and the 
Arrangement ; 

of France, for the Peace Treaty, the Protocol and the Arrangement; 

of Italy, for the Peace Treaty and the Protocol ; 

and of.the Allied and Associated Powers, following, i. e.: 

of Belgium, for the Peace Treaty, the Protocol and the Arrange- 
ment; 
of Poland, for the Peace Treaty and the Protocol; 
of Siam for the Peace Treaty and the Protocol (the Instrument 
to be delivered later) 

as well as of Germany, for the Peace Treaty, the Protocol and the 
arrangement, 


were produced and having been, after examination, found to be in 
good and due form, are confided to the Government of the French 
Republic, to remain deposited in its archives. 

In accordance with the provisions of the final clauses above cited, 
the French Government will notify the contracting Powers of the 
depositing of the instruments of subsequent ratifications by the States 
which are signatories of the said Treaty, Protocol and Arrangement, 
and which are not in position at this time to conform with this 
formality. 

In witness whereof, the undersigned have drawn up the present 
Procés-Verbal, and have affixed their seals thereto. 

Done ienrig, te. secre CRY Ole ees sine’ 1919 

AU ote «<4 CLOCK 


Signed: Great Brrrarn 


é FRANCE 
se Iraty 
BrEtcruMm 
ee PoLaNnp 
- Sram 


: GERMANY 
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Appendix G to HD-72 
Procés-Verbal 


of the deposit of the Ratifications of the Treaty signed at Versailles, 
on June 28, 1919, between the United States of America, the British 
Empire, France, Italy, Japan and Poland. 


In execution of the final clauses of the Treaty signed at Versailles, 
on June 28, 1919, between the United States of America, the British 
Empire, France, Italy, Japan and Poland, the undersigned assembled 
at the Ministry of Foreign Affairs in Paris to proceed with the deposit 
of the Ratifications and their delivery to the Government of the 
French Republic. 

The Instruments of Ratification : 

Of the British Empire, 
Of France, 


Of Italy, and 
Of Poland 


were submitted and having been, after examination, found to be in 
good and due form, are confided to the Government of the French Re- 
public to remain deposited in its archives. 

In accordance with the provisions of the final clauses above cited, 
the French Government will notify the contracting Powers of the de- 
posit of the ratifications. 

In witness whereof, the undersigned have drawn up the present 
proces-verbal and have thereto affixed their seals. 

Done at Paris, this’'2/'!’ day of PLL gee 1919 

; at . . o’clock. 
Signed: Great Brrrarn, 
FRANCE, 
Irary, 
Poanp. 


Appendix H to HD-72 
PEACE CONFERENCE 


Note From the French Delegation 


In the course of a call made on October 13th, by Baron von Lers- 
ner to Mr. Dutasta, Baron von Lersner called Mr. Dutasta’s at- 
tention to the fact that the Treaty of Versailles provided for the 
designation of American Commissioners to take part in the Delimita- 
tion and Plebiscite Commissions. He intimated that, in case the 
American Commissioners might not be designated before the ratifi- 
cation of the Treaty by the United States of America, the Allied 
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and Associated Governments should come to an understanding at the 
present time with the German Government with a view to the 
examination of the consequences which might result from this situa- 
tion and avoid the possibility that the Commissions might be unable 
to be formed within the time specified. 

The questions shall be submitted to the Supreme Council during 
the next session. , 

In view of this deliberation, the Secretary General of the Peace 
Conference has requested the Drafting Committee to kindly give 
their views on the point of law introduced by the President of the 
German Delegation. 


Appendix I to HD-72 


Note From the Drafting Committee on the Question Introduced by 
Baron von Lersner Regarding the Functioning of Plebiscite and 
Delimitation Commissions Pending the Appointment of American 
Representatives 


All Commissions to be constituted by the Allied and Associated 
Powers shall be duly composed and shall function regularly with 
the representatives designated by the Powers having ratified the 
Treaty or who, without having ratified, have agreed to proceed with 
the designation of a representative to the Commission. 

If all the Powers, whose representation is provided for in the 
Treaty, have not designated their representatives at the time of the 
entry into force of the Treaty, the decisions taken by the Commis- 
sion shall be none the less valid. And if, in like cases, there is an 
equality of votes, the procedure should be as is provided for in 
Article 487 of the Treaty. 

For the Drafting Committee, 
Henri FRoMAGEOT 


Ocroser 16, 1919. 


Paris Peace Conf. 180.03501/73 HD-73 


Notes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers Held in M. Pichon’s Room at the Quai d’Orsay, Paris, 
on Monday, October 20, 1919, at 10:30 a. m. 


PRESENT 
AMERICA, 
UNITED STATES OF BriTIsH EMPIRD FRANCH 
Hon. F. L. Polk Sir Eyre Crowe M. Pichon 
Secretary Secretary Secretaries 
Mr. L. Harrison Mr. H. Norman M. Dutasta 
M. Berthelot 
M. de Percin 
Ivaty JAPAN 
M. Tittoni M. Matsui 
Secretaries Secretary 
M. Paterno M. Kawai ; 
Don Ascanio Colonna 
Joint Secretariat 
America, UniTEp Starrs oF...... Capt. G. A. Gordon 
British EMPIRE..... nate aheee tod etree Capt. G. Lothian Small 
FRANCE Hs0. e. Gas. eB ISS . M. Massigli 
ITALY. .... ei Sipeiarate ce aie lenenioicerertnic, Vie wanehi 


Inter preter—M. Mantoux 


The following were also present for the items in which they were concerned: 


AMERICA, UNITED STATES OF 
General Bliss 

Dr. J. B. Scott 

Capt. B. Winthrop 
British EMPIRE 

Gen. Sackville-West 

Mr. Groves 

Mr. Fuller 

Mr, A. Leeper 

Mr. Malkin 


FRANCE 


General Belin 
General Le Rond 
M. Tirard 
Colonel Roye 

M. Fromageot 
M. Escoftier 


ITaALy 

M. Ricci-Busatti 
Gen. Cavallero 
JAPAN 


M. Shigemitsu 
708 
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1. M. Picnon desired to refer to the minutes of the meeting of the 
Council of October 16th (See H. D. 71, Minute 1), and read the follow- 
estorepicesto ing question of Mr. Polk (English Text, page 5) : 


HD-71, Minute 1, 
October 16, 1919 


“Mr. Poix said that he hoped that the matter could be cleared up. 
He wished to ask whether the rifles were to be delivered to the Hun- 
garian police at the present time and whether the Roumanian forces 
were to withdraw at the present time, whatever the Government in 
Hungary might be. 

M. Picnon replied in the affirmative.” 


He stated that he wished to make his position clear in this respect. 
He meant that he agreed that the rifles in question were to be de- 
livered to the Hungarian gendarmerie at the present time, but with 
reference to the withdrawal of the Roumanians he felt that this 
matter should wait upon the receipt of a reply to the Council’s note 
to the Roumanian Government” and upon the report to be made 
by Sir George Clerk. He felt that this was the sense of the whole 
discussion. 

Mr. Potx said that he understood that the Council and the Allied 
Generals had already directed the Roumanians to withdraw and that, 
therefore, there was no reason to have their withdrawal wait upon 
the receipt of a reply to the Council’s note to the Roumanian Gov- 
ernment, or upon a report from Sir George Clerk. 

M. Picuon said that he only wanted to make his own opinion 
clear, 

Mr. Porx desired to ascertain the Council’s opinion. The Allied 
Generals had directed the Roumanians to withdraw and they had 
been supported in this action by the Council. 

Sir Eyre Crowe observed that a demand for withdrawal was con- 
tained in the note sent to the Roumanian Government and that the 
Council were awaiting an answer thereto. 

M. Picuon replied that this was so, but thought that it was impor- 
tant to receive the reply of the Roumanian Government in order to 
know what it would be most practical to do. 

Mr. Porx pointed out that the Roumanians had been directed to 
withdraw prior to the sending of the note. He read from the min- 
utes of the meeting the question asked by him, above referred to, 
and explained that what he meant was that it was the duty of the 
Roumanians to withdraw at once without waiting for any conference 
with Sir George Clerk. 

2. (The Council had before it a draft communication of the Su- 
preme Council to the Serb-Croat-Slovene Government relative to the 


1Ante, p. 662 
? Appendix B to HD-68, p. 583 


710 THE PARIS PEACE CONFERENCE, 1919, VOLUME VIII 


signature of Peace with Austria (See Appendix “A”).) 


arecaniceterh Mr. Pox stated that he wished to read the draft 
Cracteneras note to the Serb-Croat-Slovene Government in order 
Beet. to satisfy himself as to questions of form only, and 
Beare! with that he would communicate his conclusions thereupon 


to Sir Eyre Crowe later in the day. 
It was decided: 


to approve the draft communication from the Supreme Council to 
the Serb-Croat-Slovene Government relative to the signature of peace 
with Austria (See Appendix “A”), subject to the reservation that 
Mr. Polk would examine this draft further with reference to questions 
of form and would communicate his conclusions to Sir Eyre Crowe. 


8. Sm Eyre Crowe said that it had been reported to him that as a 
result of the situation at Riga the Allied Naval Armistice Commis- 

; sion had decided temporarily to stop the movement 
Allied Naval of all German ships in the Baltic. Formerly it was 
mea rene necessary to obtain the Commission’s permission for 
Situation F German ships to navigate but the Commission now 
fa proposed to suspend the granting of all such per- 
missions. He wished to know if the Supreme Council agreed to this 
action, 

M. Picuon said that the Council would take note of it. 

Mr. Pox inquired whether this would apply to all German ships 
in the Baltic regardless of where they might be. 

Str Eyre Crowe replied that this was the case, the reason being 
that if ships were allowed to go out of the harbors where they now 
were there was no telling what their destination might. be. 

Mr. Pox felt that if the Armistice Commission had taken such 
action it was quite all right. 

Str Eyre Crowe added that a British ship had been fired on by the 
Germans and twice hit. 

(The council noted with approval the action of the Allied Naval 
Armistice Commission. ) 

4. (The Council had before it a report from the Supreme War 
Council relative to supplies to be furnished the Polish Army (See Ap- 

pendix “B’’).) 


she Buneerme) Genrrat Bzxin stated that the Council had agreed 
Relative to Aid on all the points embraced in this report, with the 
Pelle dves reservation by the American Representative to the 


effect that his Government could at the present mo- 

ment not participate in any way in furnishing supplies to Poland. 
M. Trrront observed that a Polish Committee for the purchase of 
war material had been in contact with his Government and he hoped 
that the participation by Italy in the furnishing of supplies recom- 
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mended under the terms of the War Council’s report would not inter- 
rupt the activities of this Polish Purchasing Committee in Italy. 

Genera Bern observed that the same situation existed in France. 
General Le Rond called attention to the deficiency which would exist 
even if the recommendations contained in the report of the Supreme 
War Council were fully carried out. Marshal Foch had made it clear 
that 600,000 sets of warm clothing were urgently necessary for the 
Polish Army. The Marshal had shown that it was a political as well 
as a military necessity to furnish this clothing immediately to the 
Polish Army but it now appeared that only 200,000 sets of warm 
clothing could possibly be sent to the Polish Army; likewise, it was 
evident that no Power could supply sufficient rolling stock to Poland 
in accordance with the recommendations of the report. Anything that 
any Power might be able to do over and above the contribution al- 
lotted to it by this report would be of the greatest possible benefit. 
The gravest problem necessarily was that of clothing; if the Polish 
Army did not receive partially adequate clothing before the setting in 
of a rigorous winter it was extremely liable to become imbued with 
the dangerous revolutionary doctrines by which they were surrounded. 

Mr. Potx desired to ask the officers present if they thought that an 
army of the present size was a necessity to Poland. 

GENERAL Lz Ronp agreed with Mr. Polk’s underlying idea that the 
Polish army should be reduced to such a size as would be consistent 
with military necessity, but a question of fact was presented in that the 
Polish Government was obliged to clothe even those men who were 
now under arms and who might later be demobilized. 

M. Trrtont felt that a reduction in the size of the Polish army was 
inevitable. He recalled that when M. Paderewski was last heard 
before the Council he had made it very clear that it would be im- 
possible for Poland to continue to pay an army. of that size. The 
Council felt that no Power or Powers could undertake the financial 
burden necessary for the maintenance of the Polish army, and the 
examination of the question had been postponed. His immediate 
concern, however, was not Bolshevism, for he felt that this was 
rapidly tending to become less dangerous. 

GENERAL Lr Ronp thought that it was somewhat premature to dis- 
miss the question of the danger of Bolshevism thus lightly. 

M. Tirront reiterated that the size of the Polish army must be 
reduced ag there was no way of paying it. 

Mr. Potx called attention to the fact that according to a prior re- 
port on this question 100,000 new men were being called to the colors 
in November and 75,000 additional men would be called up in Jan- 
uary and March. 


* HD-54, minute 1, p. 218. 
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Gznerat Le Ronp inquired whether the number of men demobilized 
was also shown in this report. It was a fact that the Poles had re- 
leased a considerable number of the older classes. 

M. Prcxon pointed out that in a recent debate in the Polish Diet 
the Minister of War had promised that a substantial number of men 
would shortly be demobilized: this, however, was dependent upon the 
situation in Russia, and according to latest advices, the end of the 
Soviet regime could hardly be predicted as likely to occur prior to 
the month of March. It would be highly imprudent therefore to 
cease taking serious precautions. Certainly every effort must be 
made to clothe the Polish army at once. 

Mr. Poxx said there was no doubt of that. 

GenerraL Beir pointed out that the report of the Supreme War 
Council had taken account of the fact that an additional effort rela- 
tive to the supply of the Polish army might have to be made; it was 
for this reason that the report had specified that the general basis 
of its recommendations was a momentary one. 

Sir Eyre Crowe desired to point out that if the British were to 
be asked to make a further effort with respect to supplying the Polish 
army it should be remembered what had already been done by them; 
for instance, the British practically alone had undertaken the com- 
plete supply of the forces in southern Russia. 

It was decided : 


_to accept the report submitted by the Supreme War Council rela- 
tive to aid to be given to the Polish army and to transmit this report 
to Marshal Foch for execution. 


5. (The Council had before it a draft proclamation of the Inter- 
Allied Rhineland High Commission. (See Appendix “‘C”.) 

M. Trrarp explained that this proclamation would 

Hroctamatipn af be published on the day the Treaty entered into force. 

Rhineland sion +e pointed out that in the first and second paragraphs 

of this proclamation mention was made only of the 

Allied Powers; if the United States should decide to designate a repre- 

sentative on this Commission the words “and Associated” could be 
added to the words “the Allied Powers” at the last moment. 

Mr. Pouk said that the point could not be answered on that day. 
He would immediately transmit the draft of this document to his 
Government for its approval. 

(It was decided: 


to adopt the draft proclamation of the Inter-Allied Rhineland 
High Commission, with the reservations that Mr. Polk would submit 
this document to his Government for approval, and that in case the 
United States Government should communicate a decision to desig- 
nate a representative on the Inter-Allied Rhineland High Commis- 
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sion, the words “and Associated” should be added in the first and 
second paragraphs to the words “The Allied Powers”.) 


6. (The Council had before it a draft form of letter to be signed by 

the President of the United States calling the first meeting of the 

Council of the League of Nations (See Appendix “D”), 

Summoning of = a draft letter from the President of the Conference to 

of the Couneil of the Spanish Ambassador at Paris (See Appendix 

Nations “K”), and a draft letter from the President of the 

Conference to the chief delegate of the United States 

of America, the British Empire, Japan, Belgium, Brazil and Greece. 
(See Appendix “F”).) 

M. Fromacegor read and commented on these three draft letters and 
pointed out that it was most important to have the first meeting of 
the Council of the League of Nations take place at the very hour 
when the Treaty came into effect and in the same place. Taking up 
the question of the Sarre territory, as an example, he showed that 
there was no obligation under the Treaty to appoint a Sarre Commis- 
sion within any given time, but that if this were not done this district 
would be without any Government whatsoever, inasmuch as all Ger- 
man authority ceased the moment the Treaty came into force. 

Sir Eyre Crowe remarked that the same thing applied to Dantzig. 

M. Fromageor said that this was not quite so in form, although 
substantially it was so. 

Mr. Pork stated that he had already cabled the draft of the con- 
vocation of the first meeting of the Council of the League of Nations 
to Washington. 

Smr Eyre Crowe agreed to the necessity of having the first meeting 
take place at the moment the Treaty came into effect, but he was not 
so convinced of the necessity of having the first meeting in Paris. 
The essential machinery actually existed and was in London. 

M. Trrront stated that he had just received from the Secretary 
General at London the agenda for the first meeting of the Council 
of the League of Nations. There were two alternative agenda pos- 
sible: if the United States were not represented at the first meeting 
of the Council of the League of Nations this meeting should take place 
in Paris and could only concern itself with the nomination of mem- 
bers of the Commission of Delimitation of the Sarre Territory; 
whereas, if the United States should be represented at this meeting 
it should take place in London and the agenda would then comprise 
numerous questions which would necessitate protracted action. 

M. Picuon pointed out that the agenda received by M. Tittoni could 
only be a draft. The question of the place where the first meeting of 
the Council of the League of Nations should take place could only be 
decided here by the Supreme Council because Sir Eric Drummond 
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could not act officially as General Secretary of the League of Nations 
before the Treaty came into force. Up to the present time all official 
meetings with reference to the organization of the League of Nations 
had taken place in Paris. M. Clemenceau and Colonel House had 
agreed that the first meeting should be in Paris. 

Sir Eyre Crows stated that he was not aware of any such agreement. 

M. Fromacxor pointed out that it would be most unfortunate to 
have nothing but the question of the Sarre Delimitation Commission 
on the agenda of the first meeting. 

M. Pionon said that President Wilson had agreed to call the first 
meeting of the Council of the League of Nations at Paris. 

Mr. Pox said that he was not objecting, but that he had never known 
that there was such an agreement. He thought, in fact, that it was 
better to have the first meeting here in Paris, but that he was quite un- 
aware that there had been an agreement to that effect. He could recall 
nothing further than that at a meeting between MM. Clemenceau, 
Lloyd George, Tittoni and the Japanese Ambassador the matter had 
been discussed. He had never seen the letter in question from Colonel 
House to M. Clemenceau, except insofar as he had seen. press reports 
thereof, and he did not think that President Wilson was committed by 
this letter. 

M. Picuon remarked that if Mr. Polk had already cabled to Wash- 
ington, there was nothing to do but to await a reply. 

It was decided: 


(1) to adopt the draft form of letter, to be signed by President 
ay teens convoking the first meeting of the Council of the League of 

ations; 

(2) to adjourn the consideration of the question of an unofficial 
meeting of the Council of the League of Nations. 


7. Mr. Pork summarized a letter from the Commanding General 
of the American Forces in Germany recommending that the cost of 
transportation to and maintenance in the United 

portation to and siatant Pesmey eat aes eats a params offences, 
of German Sub- more ainst b ‘of nai Neat Redes te 
jects Convicted of e, ag members o e American Forces or 
serious Orences’ against the property or authority of the American 


f the Ameri : ; 
Voreotot kedived Forces in Germany, be deemed a proper charge‘against 


Pp : . 
Seiten the German Government as an item in the cost of 


mencan Forees —_ maintenance of troops of occupation. 


It was decided : 
to refer this question to the Drafting Committee. 


8. ( The Council had before it a report from the Drafting Committee 
relative to the enforcement of unfulfilled armistice clauses after the 
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entrance into force of the Treaty and to affirmative 


Report of dhe means of action available to the Allied and Associated 
rafting Com- ‘ 

mittee Relativeto | Powers (See appendix “G”).) 

Enforcement of 


Unfulfilled M. Fromacror read and commented upon this 
Armistice Clauses 

Pain e ee 

of the Treaty, : Mr. Porx asked whether a pacific blockade could be 
tiveMeansof. | imposed by any other body than the League of 


Action Available : 

to the Allied and Nations. 

Powers M. Fromacror said that the Covenant does provide 
means of pressure but his Committee was considering 

the question independently of the provisions with respect to the League 

of Nations and rather from the point of view of action to be taken by 

the Allied and Associated Powers. 

Mr. Pox queried whether economic pressure could not be exerted 
by the Reparation Commission? What he chiefly desired to ascertain 
was what was the quickest means of bringing pressure to bear on 
Germany ? 

M. Fromaceot said that apart from a blockade there could be effective 
interdiction of commerce as well as financial measures. Furthermore 
there were additional means of bringing pressure to bear, for instance, 
it might be provided that German goods and German freights should 
be subjected to a severe surtax which could go towards the payment 
of Germany’s debt for reparations. He added that if certain Powers 
had objections to a pacific blockade these objections could only be valid 
in so far as they emanated from Powers that had ratified the Treaty. 
Powers who had not ratified could declare a blockade and could take 
measures amounting to interdiction of commerce while requesting 
that the Powers which had ratified the Treaty should coordinate with 
them. 

Sm Eyre Crowe remarked that Mr. Polk’s question was not as to 
what measures might be taken but as to who might take them. 

M. Fromaceor replied that the principal Allied and Associated 
Powers could do so. He added that an additional means of exerting 
pressure was the occupation of German territory, for which there were 
clear precedents, for instance, the occupation of the Duchy of Schleswig 
and of Mitylene. Finally there remained the possibility of retaining 
prisoners until the Germans should fulfill all of their obligations 
arising out of the armistice. © 

Sm Eyre Crowe thought that there were a good many practical 
questions remaining to be settled. Certainly the various Commissions 
charged with the supervision of the execution of the terms of the 
armistice should report on the terms of the Armistice which still 
remained unfulfilled and submit these reports to the Council. He said 
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that he knew offhand several unfulfilled clauses, for instance, the naval 
clauses. 

M. Berruenor suggested that each Committee charged with the 
supervision of execution of the Armistice clauses should be asked to 
report within four days on any unfulfilled clauses coming within their 
jurisdiction. 

It was decided: 


(1) that Marshal Foch and the competent Commissions (‘The Allied 
Armistice Commission at Cologne, the Allied Naval Armistice Com- 
mission at London, the Financial Commission) should report to the 
Council within four days all clauses of the Armistice still remaining 
unfulfilled ; 

(2) that Sir Eyre Crowe should take the necessary measures to 
secure this report from the Allied Naval Armistice Commission. 


9. (The Council had before it a letter from General Nollet to 

President Clemenceau, dated Berlin, October, 9th, 1919 (See Ap- 
pendix “H”).) 

pioniily Allon Coronet Roys stated the substance of this letter to 


ances To Be As- 


signed to General 1 
Officers, Members the Council. 


of Inter-Allied i iecti 

Géruunlectots of M. Picnon asked if there were any objections to the 
Set ait recommendations contained in this letter. 

Neos Str Eyre Crows said that the Council already had 
missions N 1 1 1 1 

Sub Coameuions © Certain officers: fulfilling certain functions, and that 


according to these functions their allowances had been 
regulated. Now another principle was being introduced; that of pay- 
ment according to military rank. 

Cotonz Roys stated that General Nollet recommended these allow- 
ances because he intended to use these two Generals on special missions. 

M. Picuon thought that it was not a question of rank, as Sir Eyre 
Crowe had indicated. These two officers were to be given these allow- 
ances not because they were Generals but because they were heads of 
delegations. 

Mr. Poux said that the whole theory of allowances was. being 
brought up in this question and that the Council was not really com- 
petent now to decide this question. It should be referred to Versailles. 

M. Trrront asked if there were any other officers in this situation. 

M. Prcnon said that there probably were not. 

M. Trrront thought that in that case no precedent would be created. 

Mr. Pox pointed out that anything done now would surely consti- 
tute a precedent with respect to Austria, Hungary and Bulgaria. 

M. Picuon thought that under the circumstances the best thing to 
do was to refer the matter back to General Nollet asking him for 
further information and recommendations, having in mind all the 
consequences that might result from the granting of allowances in 
these particular cases. 
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(It was decided : 


to refer the question of monthly allowances to be assigned to Gen- 
eral Officers, members of Inter-Allied Commissions of Control in 
Germany, who were Chairmen of neither Commissions nor Sub- 
Commissions to General Nollet for further information and recom- 
mendations. ) 


10. (The Council had before it a note of protest from the Greek 
Delegation against the decision taken by the British Command to 
transport to Constantinople Turkish heavy artillery 


Protest of the and munitions left in the Greek zone of occupation in 

ree. elegation 5 “ ‘ 

Against the Asia Minor. (See Appendix “T”.) 

Decision Taken : * 

by the British M. BerrHevor in commenting on the Greek protest, 
omman : . 5 

Transport to pointed out that the Greeks had no right to the maté- 

Constantinople : ; P 5 

Turkish Heavy riel in question; they had only obtained the same by 
rtillery an S ee ? . : 

Munitions Left virtue of the decision of the Supreme Council which 

in the Greek ° 6 : 

Zone of Occupa- allowed them to occupy the Smyrna district to main- 

tion in Asia : 

Minor tain order there.t On the other hand, as the Turks 


were being disarmed, they should not have this maté- 
riel either. It belonged to the reparation fund. He thought it might 
be best to approve the decision of the British Command, with the 
understanding that this matériel should be received and held in the 
name of the Allied Powers. 
(It was decided: 
to approve the decision of the British Command to transport to 
Constantinople Turkish heavy artillery and munitions left in the 


Greek zone of occupation in Asia Minor, on the understanding that 
this matériel be received and held in the name of the Allied Powers.) 


11. (The Council had before it a note from the French Delegation 
on the repatriation of troops from Siberia (See Appendix “J”). The 
substance of the note was stated to the Council.) 


Reparation a 
es of Mr. Pox asked if it was settled as to who should 
Siberia pay the expenses of reparation [repatriation]. 


M. Trrronr observed that that was a different question; the only 
thing now to be decided was the order in which the troops were to be 
repatriated. 

Mr. Porx thought he had no objection as to the order in which the 
troops were to be repatriated, but he did not wish the question to be 
decided on that day. He recalled that he had heard that local condi- 
tions in Siberia made it inadvisable, for instance, to repatriate all the 
Czecho-Slovak troops first. 

M. Berruevor wished to add, for the information of the Council, 
that it was understood that the French would bear the expenses of 
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repatriation arising in Siberia, and that the British would bear the 
expense of sea transportation; afterwards a division of expenses would 
be made. He added that after considerable discussion M. Benes had 
promised him that the Czecho-Slovak Government would pay at least 
half of the expenses of the repatriation of the Czecho-Slovak troops, 
and, if possible, would do even better. There remained still unsettled 
the question of whether the United States would pay a part of the 
expenses, 

Mk. Potx said that the difficulty now was that his Government was 
prepared to pay a lump sum, but there was a question whether France 
and England could contribute, 

(It was decided: 


to adjourn the discussion and decision of this question.) 


(The meeting then adjourned) 
Hore pz Critxon, Paris, October 20, 1919. 


Appendix A to HD-73 
[Draft Note to the Serb-Croat-Slovene Government] 


15 Ocronrr, 1919. 

The Supreme Council of the Peace Conference have the honour to 
address to the Royal Government of the Serb-Croat-Slovene State 
an urgent reminder that the Royal Government have not yet signed 
and adhered to the Treaty of Peace with the Republic of Austria con- 
cluded at St. Germain-en-Laye on the 10th September last, together 
with the Treaty between the Principal Allied and Associated Powers 
on the one part and the Serb-Croat-Slovene State on the other which 
was signed by the Principal Allied and Associated Powers on the 
same date. 

The Supreme Council, anxious to accord to the Serb-Croat-Slovene 
State every opportunity for consideration of the many important 
questions at present before them, have hitherto refrained from ad- 
dressing to the Royal Government any demand which might be felt 
to embarrass their position. The Supreme Council, however, can- 
not accord an indefinite delay to the Serb-Croat-Slovene Govern- 
ment for the decision which must be taken as to whether these two 
Treaties already signed by the Principal Allied and Associated 
Powers shall also be signed by the Serb-Croat-Slovene Government. 
The Supreme Council have always been animated by the warmest 
feelings of friendship for and sympathy with the Serb-Croat-Slovene 
State which they have been proud to consider a full ally and asso- 
ciate alike in the work of the Peace Conference and in the organiza- 
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tion and future activities of the League of Nations. It is there- 
fore the more surprising to the Supreme Council that the Serb- 
Croat-Slovene State has hitherto refrained from adhering to the 
Treaty of Peace with Austria in which fullest and most sympathetic 
account has been taken of the aspirations and needs of the Yugo-Slav 
people. It is true that the difficulty made by the Royal Serb-Croat- 
Slovene Government to the signature of the Treaty was based on 
the fact that an integral part of the Treaty was Article 51. This 
Article expanded into the Treaty between the Principal Allied and 
Associated Powers and the Serb-Croat-Slovene State engages the 
Serb-Croat-Slovene State in the same way as all other Powers con- 
cerned or involved to the solemn acceptance of certain provisions 
for the protection of minorities and freedom of transit in con- 
formity with the essential principles and under the high control 
of the League of Nations to which the Serb-Croat-Slovene State has 
already adhered. 

The Supreme Council, however, are loth to believe that the Royal 
Serb-Croat-Slovene Government intend to persist in objections 
which could only be regarded as expressing intentions and fore- 
shadowing a policy totally contrary to that on the basis of which 
the Principal Allied and Associated Powers have accorded to the 
Yugo-Slav people as a whole their warm sympathy and support 
in their efforts towards the constitution and full international 
recognition of the Serb-Croat-Slovene Kingdom. 

Such a complete contradiction of the fundamental principles of 
the League of Nations it would be impossible for the Supreme Coun- 
cil to approve or to tolerate. The Supreme Council, however, are 
certain that the Allied Serb-Croat-Slovene Government can have no 
intention of persisting in such a point of view. 

The Supreme Council, therefore, wish to remind the Royal Serb- 
Croat-Slovene Government that it is impossible any further to pro- 
long the delay to full acceptance of the Treaty. Confident in a friendly 
feeling and good intentions of the Allied Serb-Croat-Slovene nation, 
the Supreme Council venture to express the hope that the Royal Gov- 
ernment will be good enough to notify them forthwith that the Serb- 
Croat-Slovene State engages to sign the two Treaties without reserva- 
tion. Failing receipt of this promise the Supreme Council will be 
forced to conclude that the Royal Serb-Croat-Slovene Government 
have decided to abandon the alliance and pursue an independent 
policy, hostile to the Peace Conference and the League of Nations. 
The Supreme Council feel that there is no need to dwell on the serious 
situation in which the Serb-Croat-Slovene State would thereby be 
placed, forced without any co-operation and support from the Powers 
comprising the League of Nations, to pursue an entirely isolated 
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policy without any international recognition of its new territorial 
frontiers and political status. 

At a moment when similar stipulations have already been accepted 
in treaty form by other states concerned, the Supreme Council are un- 
willing to believe that the Royal Government of the Serb-Croat- 
Slovene State have the intention of pursuing a policy at variance 
with all the principles on the basis of which the Peace Conference 
have supported the constitution of the Serb-Croat-Slovene State. Con- 
vinced that the Royal Government, conscious of the Serb-Croat- 
Slovene people’s wholehearted desire to co-operate with their Allies, 
will not fail to take into account these serious considerations, the Su- 
preme Council have the honour to ask from the Royal Government a 
positive and explicit reply within fifteen days from the present date. 


Appendix B to HD-73 


SUPERIOR WAR COUNCIL 
MILITARY REPRESENTATIVES 


VERSAILLES, October 15, 1919. 


Report on Furnishing Material to the Polish Army 


By a resolution under date of October 2, 1919, the Supreme Council 
decided: 

1st—to submit the demands for material, received from the Polish 
Ministry of War, and approved by Marshal Foch, for examination by 
the military representatives of the Superior War Council at Versailles; 

2nd—to invite the military representatives at Versailles to examine 
the question, and to present a report thereon as soon as possible. 

It has been further decided that the execution of the measures, 
recommended by the military representatives at Versailles, after ap- 
proval by the Supreme Council, shall be confided to the Staff of 
Marshal Foch. 


The Military Representatives ConsmrrIne: 


1st—that Poland has been, from the beginning of the war, the theatre 
of active operations; and that from this fact, she has been deprived of 
a great part of existence necessities, foodstuffs, clothing, railroad mate- 
rial and factories, and that it appears that she has nothing in reserve 
at the present time; 

2nd—that by utilizing all her resources, Poland was able to organize 
and keep up, with the aid of the allies, an army of 500,000 men, which 
forced the Russian Red Armies into a rapid and extensive retreat. 

3rd—that the Polish army appears at the present time to be in com- 
plete destitution from every point of view (a great number of the 
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men being clothed in denim (toz/e) ; linen, mantles, and blankets are 
completely lacking) ; that this destitution has already had a depressing 
influence on the health and morale of the troops, and that it might 
develop much more serious repercussions during the first cold weather 
in those regions where winter is early and terribly severe; 

4th—that, by considering only the requests of the Polish Govern- 
ment touching their needs of immediate urgence, the Polish army in 
order to continue its existence, should receive: 


—about 600,000 outfits, particularly warm clothing and overcoats, 
one-half immediately and the other half before the middle of 
December ; 

—Infantry and machine gun ammunition, shells and caissons; 

—100 locomotives and 1,500 cars for special army service; 


5th—that the assistance of the Allied and Associated Powers con- 
cerning furnishing of material to Poland was favorably considered by 
the Supreme Council on June 27th 1919; ¢ 


Esteem: 


1st—that, as they had already recommended in their report of July 
11, 1919,” relative to the material to be furnished to Poland, it would 
be advisable that the Allied and Associated Powers adopt: 


“all measures necessary to hasten the sending to Poland of the 
material asked for in the numerous requests of the Polish army.” 


2nd—that it would be well, as a consequence, to confide to Marshal 
Foch the mission: 


a)—of arranging with the Allied Staffs, the participation of each 
one of the Allied and Associated Powers in the furnishing of material 
to the Polish army, according to the general basis temporarily estab- 
lished by the Annex I hereto attached ; 

6)—to arrange for the transportation and delivery of this material 
to Poland, by utilizing insofar as possible: 

—the Italian and Austrian lines, the Swiss and Austrian lines and 
the Czecho-Slovakia roads; 

—or by sea route, with debarkation at, Dantzig as soon as debarka- 
tion shall have become possible, and if sea transportation presents 
greater advantage than railroad transportation. 


The Military Representatives wish to respectfully call the attention 
of the Supreme Council to the great urgency there is to take a deci- 
sion in this matter, in order that the Polish army may receive warm 
clothing before the commencement of winter. 


Nota.—In accordance with the terms of a letter to his Colleagues, 
date of October 13, 1919, and attached hereto, as Annex 11, the Amer- 
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ican Military Representative makes a general reservation concerning 
the entire participation possible of the United States, now or later, 
in the furnishing of supplies of every kind destined for the Polish 
army. 


Gen. Brin SackvitLe- West 
French Mil. Representative British Mil. Representatwe 
CAVALLERO Buss 
Italian Mil. Representative American Mil. Representative 
Annex No. I 


SUPERIOR WAR COUNCIL 
MILITARY REPRESENTATIVES 


Versaities, October 15, 1919. 


Nature of the Supplies Which Can Be Disposed of at the Present Time 
by the Allied and Associated Powers, for the Provisioning of 
Poland 


I.—Great Brirain 
10,000 rifles 
1,400 machine guns 
18 million cartridges. 
II.—Itaty 
500,000 flannel vest belts 
500,000 pairs of woolen gloves 
Several hundred thousand 75 mm. shells 
10,000 shells of 155 mm. 
III.—Unrrep Statss 
Has no material available, at the present time, for the provisioning 
of Poland. 
IV.—F Rance 
Important number of complete outfits and several hundreds of 
thousands of metres of German cloth available from the stocks re- 
cently ceded the French Government by the United States. 
Miscellaneous winter effects to be deducted from the war supplies. 


Annex No. II 

SUPERIOR WAR COUNCIL 

AMERICAN SECTION 

VersaILLEs, October 18, 1919. 

From: The American Military Representative. 
To: The French, British, and Italian Military Representatives. 

Referring to the minutes of the Session of the Military Representa- 
tives held in Versailles on October 26th, during which the Military 
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Representatives examined Marshal Foch’s recommendation relative 
to the furnishing of material to the Polish army, I have the honor 
to communicate the following to you. 

On October 7th, I telegraphed, to the Minister of War and to the 
Chief of Staff, the recommendation submitted by Marshal Foch to 
Mr. Clemenceau in a letter dated September 29th, concerning the 
shipping of supplies of all kinds to the Polish army. In the same 
telegram I informed the Washington Government of the extent of 
the needs of the Polish army, extent submitted by the Polish Minister 
of War and approved by Marshal Foch. In the telegram I posed the 
following questions: \ 


1st—Will the United States participate in the furnishing of funds 
or material, or both, destined for the Polish army ? 

2nd—If the Government of the United States decides to participate, 
will it determine its own contribution or will it agree to furnish the 
same contribution as each one of the other Principal Allied and Asso- 
ciated Powers which would also participate? 


In reply to this telegram, the War Department at Washington 
directed me to communicate the following decision to my Colleagues: 


1st—The Government of the United States has no authority, under 
the present legislation, to take part in the aid proposed, even by fur- 
nishing supplementary assistance; 

2nd—The supplementary supplies of the United States in Europe 
have been extensively drawn from, and new sales to Poland on credit, 
puinide of itp supplementary supplies in the United States, cannot 

e approved; 

3rd —As an act of Congress in the United States should precede all 
definite action, the Government and the War Department are not dis- 
posed to recommend such a measure, considering their present views 
on the interests of the United States. 


Tasker H. Briss 
General, American Army 
American Military Representative 





Appendix C to HD-73 
Proclamation of the Interallied High Commission to the Rhineland 


In execution of the Peace Treaty, the Interallied High Commission 
of the Rhineland assumes, from this date, the supreme representation 
of the Allied Governments in occupied territory. 

Guided by the instructions of the Allied Governments, the Commis- 
sion desires to make as light as possible, for the Rhenish population, 
the burden of occupation, under the single condition that the German 
Government fulfills its duties concerning the reparations due to the 
victims of the war. 
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The High Commission guarantees to the Rhenish populations the 
full execution, both in word and spirit, of the occupation statutes, the 
especially generous regime of which is unprecedented in history. 

The Commission will see, moreover, in accord with the High Com- 
mand of the Allied troops, that no prejudice is introduced concerning 
the safety of the troops. It will suppress, without needless severity 
but with firmness, any enterprise against the security of these troops, 
which in 1918 crossed the frontiers under the emotion of the spectacle 
of their devastated homes, the memory of the horror of the treatment 
inflicted on their wives, parents and children, and which, by their self 
control, winning the most noble of victories, have for ten months, fur- 
nished the Rhenish populations with the benefits of. order, assistance 
from their own supplies, and their example of discipline. 

The High Commission counts upon the collaboration of the German 
functionaries and magistrates, in order to assure, by complete harmony 
in this collaboration, a regime of order, labor and peace for the popula- 
tions of the occupied territory, responsible for public order, the burden 
of which finally falls on the troops of occupation, the Commission 
intends to guarantee justice, the exercise of public and private liberty, 
the development of the legitimate aspirations and the prosperity of the 
Rhenish populations. 

The High Commission hopes that the contact between the troops of 
the Allied and Associated Nations and the Rhenish population will be, 
not a cause of friction, but a means to establish better acquaintance 
and to develop a closer relationship between labor, order, and the future 
peace of.a better humanity. 
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DRAFTING COMMITTEE 


Plan of Convocation 


of the First Council of the League of Nations in accordance with 
Article 5 of the Convention. 
(To be addressed to the Governments of the 


United States of America 
British Empire 

French Republic 

Italy 

Japan 

Belgium 

Brazil 

Spain 

Greece) 
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In compliance with Article 5 of the Covenant of the League of 
Nations, the President of the United States of America has the 
honor to inform the Government of ........... that the first 
meeting of the Council of the League of Nations will be held at the 
place, day and hour of the signature of the first procés-verbal of the 
deposit of the ratifications of the Treaty of Versailles, of June 28, 
1919. 

The date upon which this act will take place will be definitely 
determined later by the Supreme Council of the Principal Allied 
and Associated Powers. 

The President of the United States ventures to hope that the 
representative of the Government of .......... will not fail to 
attend this meeting. 


Appendix E to HD-73 


DRAFTING COMMITTEE 


Draft of Letter From the President of the Conference to the Spanish 
Ambassador at Paris 


A.S. of the Council 
of the League of Nations 


Mr. Ampassapor: You were kind enough to communicate to the 
General Secretariat of the Conference, unofficially, the letter which 
you will address, at the time of the entry into force of the Treaty 
with Germany, to the President of the Conference, advising him of 
the adhesion of the Spanish Government to the League of Nations. 

The near entry into force of the Treaty with Germany... 

(the rest as in the collective letter addressed to the first Delegates.) 


Appendix F to HD-73 
DRAFTING COMMITTEE 


A.S. of the Council of 
the League of Nations 


Draft of a Letter from the President of the Conference 


the United States of America 
British Empire 

Japan 

Belgium 

Brazil 

Greece 


To: the First Delegate of 


® Infra. 
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Mr. Detecate: The early entry into force of the Treaty with Ger- 
many involves, for the League of Nations, the obligation of certain 
immediate decisions. 

These decisions should be taken by the Council of the League of 
Nations. Now, this Council will exist, legally, only upon the entry 
into force of the Treaty, according to the terms of the final clauses, 
and it is precisely at that time that the decisions in question should go 
into force as well. 

It would be opportune, therefore, to consider the preparation of 
these decisions at the present time in a non-official meeting of the 
Council of the League. 

The decisions in question would be subsequently recorded by the 
Council in an official meeting held in Paris simultaneously with the 
deposit of the Ratifications. 

In order to have these meetings take place in due time, I would be 
grateful if you would kindly invite the Governments of 

the United States of America 
British Empire 

Japan 

Belgium 

Brazil 

Greece, 


to designate their Delegate to the Council of the League of Nations, 
upon which the Representatives of France and Italy have already been 
nominated. The presence of this delegate in Paris is desirable with 
the least practicable delay. 

Accept, ete. 
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Note to the Supreme Council Relatwe to the Execution of the 
Obligations Imposed by the Armistice 


1st—In principle, the stipulations of the Armistice are replaced by 
those of the Peace Treaty; but, the obligations imposed by the Armi- 
stice may remain in force, whether by virtue of their permanent 
character, or as a result of their remaining in force, as expressly or 
implicitly provided for by the Treaty itself. This applies in par- 
ticular concerning the obligations of Germany referred to in Article 
212, (Protection of Territories), 248 and 251 (Financial Obligations). 
It is under these conditions that the accomplishment of the non- 
executed clauses of the Armistice may be demanded by the Allied and 
Associated Powers. 
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2nd—Until the entry into force of the Treaty, the Powers have as 
a means of action the right to renounce the Armistice and resume 
hostilities (Rules of the Hague, Article 40;*® Armistice of November 
11, 1918, Article 34).° After the entry into force of the Treaty, the 
Powers will have no other means of action to insure the execution of 
the obligations incumbent on Germany than the guarantees stipu- 
lated in the Treaty itself, or resulting from the general principles of 
the rights of peoples. 

The guarantees provided for by the Treaty are, it is known, par- 
ticularly those contained in Article[s] 213, 428 to 482 of [and?] Par. 
i8 of Annex IT of Article 244 (Reparations). Especially relative to 
the Baltic provinces, the Treaty contains as a guarantee for their execu- 
tion, the provisions of Article 433. 

As a means of coercion, according to the general principles of the 
rights of peoples, apart from war means, can be cited: economic pres- 
sure. in default ofthe blockade called pacific, which raises objections 
on the part of certain Powers—reprisals, such as an occupation of 
territory, a seizure of German merchant vessels of less than 1,600 tons, 
a detention of prisoners of war. 

Furthermore, Germany might be warned that the Treaty would not 
enter into force until such time as she had previously executed in their 
entirety the obligations assumed by her in the Armistice—or to further 
stipulate on the part of Germany, at the time of the entry into force, 
of an express renewal of certain of her Armistice obligations, by hence- 
forth submitting their execution to the supervision of an Interallied 
Commission or to any other control deemed necessary. 

However, it is important to remember that by the terms of the final 
clauses of the Treaty, the procés-verbal of deposit must be drawn up 
“as soon as the Treaty shall have been ratified by Germany, on the one 
hand, and by three of the Principal Allied and Associated Powers on 
the other.” Now, it is publicly known that, in fact, Germany and 
three of the Principal Allied and Associated Powers have actually 
ratified. Germany might thus take advantage of the said final clauses 
and demand the accomplishment of the formality of the procés-verbal 
of deposit without further delay. But, in such an event, an adjourn- 
ment of the completion of the procés-verbal by the Principal Allied 
and Associated Powers would be justified as a measure of reprisal. 


® Foreign Relations, 1907, pt. 2, pp. 1204, 1214. 
* Vol. 1, pp. 1, 7. 
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Appendix H to HD-73 


DELEGATION OF THE INTERALLIED 
MILITARY COMMISSION ON CONTROL 
PRESIDEN CY 


No. 86 Berruin, October 9, 1919. 


From: General Nollet, 
To: President Clemenceau. 


The resolution taken by the Supreme Council in its meeting of 
September 23, 1919,1 provides for the attribution of a monthly 
allowance to the Presidents of the Military Commission and Sub- 
Commissions. 

On the other hand, the resolution taken by the Supreme Council in 
its meeting of September 22, 1919, provides for the attribution of a 
monthly allowance to the Heads of Service and of district from the 
grade of colonel down. 

Now, the Military Commission has two heads of Delegation, Gen- 
eral Calcagno of the Italian Army and General De Guffroy of the 
Belgium Army who are not provided for in either one of the above 
mentioned resolutions. 

Owing to the position occupied in the Military Commission by these 
two Superior Officers, it seems that they should, from a point of view 
of allowances, be assimilated to rank with the President of the Sub- 
Commissions. 

I am of the opinion that the same measure could be taken concerning 
the General assisting the President of the Commission. 

I would ask you to be kind enough to have the Supreme Council come 
to a decision on the proposals which I have had the honor of making 
above. 


Noiiet 


Appendix I to HD-73 


GREEK DELEGATION 


Note From the Greek Delegation Protesting Against the Transporting 
to Constantinople of Turkish War Material in the Greek Zone of 
Occupation in Asia Minor 3 


Parts, October 14, 1919. 

The British Military Command has requested the Greek military 

authorities in Asia Minor to transport the Turkish heavy artillery 

material and Turkish munitions now in the territory of Asia Minor 
occupied by the Greek Army, to Constantinople. 


“ HD-59, minute 3, p. 327. 
¥ HD-58, minute 3, p. 305. 
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Now, at a time when the Greek army in Asia Minor is actually in a 
state of war with the Ottoman forces, they cannot understand being 
deprived of the necessary enemy war material now in their hands. 

The Greek Delegation, therefore, has the honor to request: the 
Supreme Council to revoke the order in question issued by the British 
Military Command, at least until the signing of Peace with Turkey, 
and to not insist upon the immediate transportation of this material 
to Constantinople. 


His Excellency, Mr. Grorek CLEMENCEAU 
President of the Peace Conference, étc., etc., etc., 
Qua D’ Orsay. 


Appendix J to HD-73 


Note Relative to the Repatriation of the Foreign Contingents im Siberia 


FRENCH DELEGATION Paris, October 18, 1919. 

According te indications furnished by General Janin ** to the French 
Ministry of War, the strength of the foreign troops to be repatriated 
from Siberia is as follows: 


CZEENO SIOVAK Se coe yee cee 54, 000 
Pokég. 22.288 0909 OF) RUE 12, 000 
PISA INNIS Meee non saa ee ales 2, 700 
Letts in Krasnojarsk.......... 800 

Oe AT VIRGIVOSLOK «ane d sors 3s 1, 000 

Serbo-Croats: 

a) Serbian Regiments......... 1, 400 
b) Jugoslav Regiments........ 1, 600 
c) In Vladivostok ............ 1, 000 


Furthermore, the important transportation of the families must be 
considered. For the Polish division, in particular, there are about 
2,500 persons. 

It is necessary that the repatriation of these different classes be 
operated according to a methodical plan. General J anin has estab- 
lished a plan which is based upon the services rendered by the different 
contingents and on their state of morale. Any other procedure might 
entail serious consequences, and give rise to claims and provoke dis- 
orders in the increments in question. 

Moreover, the removal should be effected methodically in order to 
permit the Russians to organize the relief of the foreign contingents 
on the trans-Siberian. The weak resources of Admiral Koltchak in 


3 Gen, Maurice Janin, of the French Army ; supreme commander of the Czecho- 
Slovak Army in Siberia. 
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men, the inefficiency of the railroads, would, in fact, prevent the Si- 
berian Government from coping with any unforeseen situation. 
Now, this is just what would happen if individual misunderstandings 
interfered with the established order of evacuation. The most 
serious consequences would be the result, concerning the operation of 
the railroad, which would produce an immediate influence on the 
military and political situation in Siberia. 

For these reasons it is indispensable that the Supreme Council 
establish decisions in this matter and determine a logical and impar- 
tial plan of evacuation which would have to be rigorously carried out. 

The proposals of General Janin, who is particularly competent to 
formulate an estimation in this matter, are consequently submitted to 
the Supreme Council. 

These propositions stipulate that the evacuation should be con- 
ducted in the following order: 


1st) Czecho-Slovaks, 

2nd). Poles, 

38rd) Rumanians, 

4th) Letts (Detachment of Krasnojarsk) 

5th) Serbo-Croats (Serbian regiments of Krasnojarsk and then 
the so-called Jugoslav regiments of Krasnojarsk.*). 

6th) Letts of Vladivostok. 


*with the exception of a few invalids, the Serbians of Vladivostok, as well as 
several other detachments of the same origin scattered throughout Siberia, do 
not deserve to be removed before the prisoners. They are deserters and ele- 
ments unworthy of interest. [Footnote in the original.] 


Paris Peace Conf. 180.08501/74 ' HD-74 


Notes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers Held in M. Pichon’s Room, Quai d’Orsay, Paris, on 
Wednesday, October 22, 1919, at 10:30 a. m. 


PRESENT 
AMERICA, 
UNITED STATES OF BRITISH E}MPIRE FRANCE 
Hon. F.. L. Polk Sir Eyre Crowe M. Pichon 
Secretary Secretary Secretaries 
Mr. L. Harrison Mr. H. Norman M. Dutasta 
M. Berthelot 
M. de Percin 
ITALY JAPAN 
M. Tittoni M. Matsui 
Secretaries Secretary 
M. Paterno M. Kawai 
M. Barone Russo 
Joint Secretariat 
AMERICA, UNITED STATES OF ...... Capt: B. Winthrop 
British EMPIRE........ Men Pacha Star Capt. G. Lothian Small 
SEs ENO eo oP EE he NE ceca ee M.. Massigli 
TUR AS aot ate ia ested easy ieyeseys aye ayn 7 M. Zanchi 


. Interpreter—M. Mantoux 
The following were also present. for the items in which they were concerned : 


AMERICA, UNITED STATES OF 


Mr. E. L. Dresel 
Dr. I. Bowman 
Mr. A. W. Dulles 


British EMPiIRp 
General Sackville-West 
Mr. A. Leeper 
Commandant Lucas 


FRANCE 


Commandant Levavasseur 
Commandant Aron 
M. Cheysson 


JAPAN 
M. Shigemitsu 
1. Sm. Eyre Crows said that he wished to bring to the attention of 
the Council a telegram which had just been received, according to 
which a German aeroplane had made a forced landing 
anor in the neighborhood of Kovno. This aeroplane car- 
"nas tip ried two German civilian pilots and three passengers, 


47 731 
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one of whom was Russian and the other two Turkish; this aeroplane 
was travelling from Berlin to Moscow and was being held until 

further orders. 
2. Sm Eyre Crowe wished to bring to the notice of the Council the 
fact that the British Government, called upon by a number of Dele- 
gates, was making every effort to secure berths for 


J f th i i 
Delewates tote - Delegates who wanted to ‘ea to Bae oraion _ 
pripaplicg a Hire connection with the Labor Congress, but was no 


absolutely sure of securing same. He would make 
every effort for this purpose; perhaps the Council could give direct 
orders to the Allied Maritime Transport Executive. 

Mr. Potx said that he felt the same way, and had already cabled 
to Washington asking whether it would be possible to take care of 
these Delegates on transports which were sailing from Brest within 
the next few days; he doubted, however, whether this could be done, 
considering that every available berth had been taken. An answer 
was expected the following day. 

M. Picnon said that it would be wise to settle the question at the 
meeting of the Council to be held on the following day, and meanwhile 
to instruct the Allied Maritime Transport Executive in the way sug- 
gested by Sir Eyre Crowe. 

Mr. Pork feared that the Allied Maritime Transport Executive 
would reply that all available tonnage which it controlled had been 
allotted to commerce. 

3. M. Trrront wished to announce that Italy had appointed Count 
Bonin-Langare, Italian Ambassador in Paris, as its Delegate on the 


q permanent Committee charged with the execution of 
The Committee 


on Questions, the Treaty, and Professor Pagliano as second Delegate. 
Interpretation : M. Picuon said that France would be represented on 
theTreatyof the Committee by himself, and by M. Berthelot as 


Peace 


second Delegate. 

4. (The Council had before it a note from the Finance Commission 
dated October 15th, 1919, relative to a telegram from the French High 
Commissioner at Constantinople dated September 


Garesy aad: 23rd, 1919, and a draft telegram to be sent by the Gov- 
peri Baume ernment of the Principal Allied and Associated 


Powers to the Allied High Commissioners at Constan- 
tinople (See Appendix “A”).) 

M. Cueysson read and commented upon the note from the Finance 
Commission. 

Sm Eyre Crows stated that he had consulted the Legal Advisors of 
the British Delegation on the subject, and that the latter felt that two 
points had to be distinguished, liquidation and control. With regard to 
liquidation, the Legal Advisors approved of the proposals of the 
Finance Commission. With regard to control, they had remarked that 
two questions were to be considered, not only the Treaty with Germany 
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but also the Armistice conditions with Turkey; the Armistice condi- 
tions prohibited the Turks from allowing Germans to resume their 
position in Turkey. He thought the question had better be referred 
back to the Drafting Committee which would be able to furnish a 
report in short time. 

M. Trrront thought that the question should certainly be submitted 
to the Legal Advisors. The question was important: were the Armi- 
stice conditions with Turkey, or rather, as he thought, the provisions in 
the Treaty of Peace with Germany to govern the situation of German 
and Austrian banks in Turkey. 

(It was decided: 


to refer to the Drafting Committee for examination and report the 
note of October 15th, 1919 from the Finance Commission, relative to 
the situation of German and Austrian banks in Turkey, as well as the 
draft telegram to the Allied High Commissioners at Constantinople 
prepared by this Commission (See Appendix “A”).) 


5. (The Council had before it a note from the Greek Delegation to 
the Peace Conference dated October 15th, 1919 (See Appendix “B”).) 
M. Trrtont said that the Economic Commission was 


Sequestration of 1 1 
Seauestration of | competent to examine this note. The Draft Treaty 


int ta ee Gieck with Hungary contained, in Section 4, Part 10, clauses 
sale which were pertinent to the above case in the protest 
: of the Greek Delegation. 
(It was decided: 


to refer to the Economic Commission for examination and report the 
protest of the Greek Delegation relative to the sequestration of prop- 
erty belonging to the Greek Orthodox Community of Budapest. (See 
Appendix “B”).) 


6. (The Council had before it a telegram from the High Commis- 
sioner of the French Republic in the Near East, transmitting a tele- 
Wacistavionad gram from the Grand Vizier to the Chargé d’Affaires 
Staff of Turkish of Turkey at Vienna (See Appendix “C”).) 


Embassy at : 5 3 
Vienna After a short discussion it was decided: 


To authorize the repatriation of the Turkish Embassy Staff at 
Vienna in accordance with the request made by the Grand Vizier to 
the French High Commissioner, also to authorize the transmission to 
the Turkish Chargé d’Affaires at Vienna of the telegram prepared 
by the Turkish Government (See Appendix “C”). 


7. (The Council had before it a note from the Serb-Croat-Slovene 
Delegation, dated Paris, October 7th, 1919, requesting that authority 
be given by the Supreme Council to the Serb-Croat- 


Permission To Slovene Government to exploit the coal mines situated 
Coal Mines in the basin of Pecs (Petchoui) for a period of five 


years beginning with the coming into force of the 
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Treaty (See Appendix “D”).) . 

CommanpAnrr Aron said that M. Loucheur wished to have this ques- 
tion postponed. 

M. Trrronr did not think that a postponement was necessary : the 
Reparation Commission had examined this question and was unani- 
mous in proposing that the Serbian request be rejected. 

Commanpant Aron then said that the Reparation Commission had 
decided that the question was not one which came within its province. 

Mr. Potx wished to ask whether this application had been referred 
to the Coal Commission. . 

Sir Eyre Crowe replied that he did not know. He considered the 
question a local one because the competent: local Commission had al- 
ready refused to accede’to the Serbian request that the mine district 
of Pees should be included within the frontiers of the Serb-Croat-Slo- 
vene State. On account of this refusal, the Serbs had formulated 
their new demand. : 

M. Trrront said that if the mines of Pecs were taken away from Hun- 
gary, that country would have no coal at all. The Coal Commission 
was not competent, and in his opinion, it was only the Economic Com- 
mission which was qualified to deal with this question. 

M. Picnon remarked that M. Loucheur wished to be heard by this 
Commission. y avods 

(It was decided : 


to refer to the Economic Commission for examination and report 
the note from the Serb-Croat-Slovene Delegation dated October 7th, 
1919 (See Appendix “D”), requesting for the Serb-Croat-Slovene 
Government the exclusive right of exploitation of the coal mines sit- 
uated in the Petchoui (Pecs) Basin for a period of five years after the 
entrance into force of the Treaty of Peace.) 


8. (The Council had before it a revised draft. of a note addressed to 
wats Retdln’ the Serb-Croat-Slovene Government dated October 
Croat-Slovene 20th, 1919, which had been prepared.by the American 

delegation (See appendix “K”).) 

Mr. Pox said that he had asked for certain modifications of form 
in the draft* which the Council had examined at last Monday’s meet- 
ing; the text which he had prepared had been distributed to the various 
Delegations. . | 

M. Bertuexor said that the Serbian delegation had’ refused to 
sign the Treaty of Peace with Austria on account of the. Minorities 
Treaty: this had not been done without hesitation on its part. The 
only reason that the Serbs gave for not signing immediately was that 
they were without a cabinet at the time. Now, however, after a 
long crisis, a cabinet had been formed. Mr. Trumbié had left Bel- 


* Appendix A to HD-73, p. 718. 
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grade and he and Mr. Patchitch had instructions to sign. Under 
these circumstances it was a question whether the proposed step was 
a necessary one. In a conversation which he had had with Mr. 
Vesnitch, the latter had insisted upon his demand that if the Minori- 
ties Treaty be modified to give satisfaction to the Greeks or, Rou- 
manians, the Serb-Croat-Slovene Government should also benefit, by 
these modifications. 

Mr. Pork said he had received.a telegram from the United States 
Minister at Belgrade announcing the departure of Mr. 'Trumbié who 
had received instructions to sign the Treaty: under these conditions 
it was perhaps not necessary to send a note. 

M. Picuon was of the same opinion. 

M. Trrront inquired whether the Serbs meant to sign the Treaty 
only after it had been modified. 

M. Berruexor stated that no modifications had been made to the 
Treaty since the Council had last heard Mr. Vesnitch, at which meet- 
ing M. Tittoni was present. . 

Sir Eyre Crows thought that the situation was not the same for 
the Treaty with Serbia as regards Minorities as for Treaties with 
Greece and Roumania. The Principal Allied Powers had already 
signed the Treaty with the Serb-Croat-Slovene Government. 

M. Berruetor said that the question had already been brought up 
in connection with Poland: Poland had asked that if on any im- 
portant point a more favorable situation was granted to the Rou- 
manians, concerning the Jewish question for instance, the same 
advantages should be granted to Poland. 

Sir Eyre Crowe remarked that it was important that no promise 
should be given. 

M. Berruenor said there was no question of giving a promise, for 
should. it be given, such a promise would not amount to very much. 
The modifications requested by the Roumanians, as a matter of fact, 
either concerned the very essence of the Treaty, and therefore could 
not be accepted, or questions such as the Jewish question did not 
concern the Serb-Croat-Slovene Government. Under these condi- 
tions the Serbs would have difficulty in availing themselves of the 
Treaty with Roumania in order to ask for a more favorable regime. 
Should it be necessary to introduce certain modifications in the Ser- 
pian Treaty, the fact that the Principal Allied and Associated 
Powers had already signed would not be an obstacle thereto. 

M. Picuon said that for the moment it was only a question of find- 
ing out whether we could tell the Serbs that if the other Treaties 
concerning Minorities were modified, they should benefit by the same 
modifications. As far ashe was concerned he thought it advisable 
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to ask the Serbs to sign purely and simply. Mr. Trumbié had left 
Belgrade with instructions to sign the Treaty of Peace with Aus- 
tria, therefore, it would be better to await his arrival. 

Sir Eyre Crown was of the same opinion. 

It was decided: 


to adjourn until a further meeting of the Council the sending of a 
note inviting the Serb-Croat-Slovene Government to sign the , Treaty 
with Austria and the Minorities Treaty. (See Appendix “E”.) 


9. (The Council had before it a note from the German Delegation 
dated, Paris, October 17th, 1919, (See Appendix “F”).) 

Srr Eyre Crows said that a certain latitude had 
as eeopion, always been given to the Commander-in-Chief of the 
Cane oe Naval Forces in the Baltic, and the Council had always 
avoided giving a decision on the measures taken by him. We were 
bound to recognize the decisions by virtue of which the German ship- 
ping in the Baltic had been stopped. Perhaps these decisions had 
been executed too strictly; in fact, he was informed that their execu- 
tion sometimes entailed unnecessary inconvenience not only for the 
Germans but also for Neutrals, and for this reason sailings of German 
ships which were carrying food-stuffs from Denmark to the plebiscite 
zone of Schleswig had been held up. It was therefore necessary to 
direct the Naval Commanders to act with great discretion and to carry 
out their measures in such a way as not to affect without good cause 
navigation in the Baltic; we should instruct the Admirals to inter- 
fere as little as possible with traffic between neutral ports, and even, 
in certain cases, to authorize traffic between German ports. 

M. Trrronr remarked that it was the intention of the Council to 
prevent in an effective way commerce with ports of Bolshevik Russia: 
its object was not to interfere with traffic in the Baltic. 

Sm: Eyre Crows said that it was not only a question of the blockade 
of Russia; he also had in mind the situation brought about by the 
action of the Germans in Courland. The Naval experts should be 
requested to prepare the draft of an answer to the German note. 


Mr. Potx asked that the draft of this answer be submitted to the 
Council. 


It was decided: 


(1) that the Allied Naval Armistice Commission should be asked 
to execute the measures prescribed by it with regard to the situation in 
the Baltic Provinces in such a way as to take into account the legitimate 
interests of neutral commerce and certain urgent needs with respect 
to supplies for German ports; 

(2) that the Naval Experts should present to the Council as soon 


as possible a draft answer to the German note of October 17th, 1919. 
(See Appendix “F”,) 
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10. (The Council had before it a note from the Roumanian Dele- 
gation dated October 18th, 1919, requesting representation on the 
Commissions charged with the recovery of material, 

Representation of which were functioning in Germany in the interests 


Roumania on the 5 
Armistice Commis- of France and Belgium in execution of the Armistice 


ecovsry of Material ix “G” 
perorary oe Clauses (See Appendix “G’’).) 

M. BertHe ror said that it was difficult to accept the 
Roumanian demand. As a matter of fact the right which the Rou- 
manian Delegation was demanding had been recognized by the Armi- 
stice in favor of France and Belgium alone; on the other hand, the 
Roumanians had not hesitated to go ahead and recover alone material 
in Hungary. It was therefore difficult to grant them this favor. He 
therefore proposed that this note should be referred back to the 
Reparation Commission with a request that it should examine and 
advise in what measure it was possible to grant it. 

M. Trrront did not think that this was a question of application 
of the Treaty. The Armistice only stipulated a recovery of material 
taken away by German troops in favor of France and Belgium. Once 
the Treaty came into force, the situation would be different, and recov- 
ery of this kind would be made in favor of all the Allies. He thought, 
however, that the Reparation Commission was best qualified to exam- 
ine the Roumanian request. 

It was decided: 


to refer to the Committee on the Organization of the Reparation 
Commission for examination and report the note of the Roumanian 
Delegation dated October 19th, 1919, (See Appendix “G”), requesting 
representation on the Commissions charged with the recovery of stolen 
material which are operating in Germany under the clauses of the 


Armistice. 


11. M. Picuon said that Mr. Henry Simon? asked whether the 
Council would adjourn the examination of this question. 
Mr. Potx said that he had only received instruc- 


Oto gt ne en tions to submit the document* in question to the 
Council of . ‘ 
the United States Council but that he had not been asked to press with 
the Execution oe any special force its conclusions: the opinion of the 

ti 0 s 
the Treaty of Council was only asked for. ; 
e I 
Gatnany (The examination of this question was therefore 


adjourned.) 
(The meeting then adjourned.) 


Horex Cron, Parts, October 22, 1919. 


2 French Representative, Commission on Colonial Mandates. 

*The document referred to is a letter containing the proposal of the National 
Lutheran Council of the United States to take over the German Lutheran Mis- 
sions in different parts of the world. (Paris Peace Conf. 185.18/35, 38.) 
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[Note From the Financial Commission] 


FINANCIAL COMMISSION 
Ocroser 15, 1919. 


The Financial Commission is in receipt of a telegram in which 
the French High Commissioner at Constantinople requests specific 
and identical instructions for all delegations as to the attitude to be 
adopted in regard to German banks in Turkey from the date of the 
coming into force of the Treaty with Germany. 

The Commission wished, in this connection, to examine the ques- 
tions brought up by the attitude adopted by the High Commissioners 
since the Armistice in regard to the German and Austrian banks and 
the claims which have been brought in this connection by the parties 
concerned, particularly a letter sent August 11th, 1919, by the Wiener 
Bank Verein to the Financial Control at Constantinople. . 

The Commission is of the opinion that the decisions of the High 
Commissioners were wisely taken. They should be regarded as due 
to political rather than economic causes. German and Austrian banks 
in Turkey were founded under the patronage of, and were favored by, 
the German and Austro-Hungarian Governments and by their action 
they helped to consolidate Germany’s and Austria-Hungary’s hold on 
Turkey, and they may justly be considered as agents of German and 
Austro-Hungarian propaganda. ‘The measures taken in) regard, to 
them are therefore primarily protective measures that come strictly 
within the jurisdiction of administrators whose duty it is to ensure 
the policing of occupied territory. 

The Economic Commission considered that the decisions of the 
High Commissioners may be regarded as “exceptional measures” 
according to Article 297d and paragraphs 1 and 3 of the annex to 
this article of the Treaty with Germany and the corresponding ‘ar- 
ticles in the Treaty of Saint Germain, 

The Financial Commission is of the opinion that at least one article 
should be inserted in the Treaty with Turkey to specify clearly that 
no such measure can give rise to the payment of any indemnity nor 
claim by Germany, Austria-Hungary or Turkey. This article would 
be applicable to Germany, Austria and Hungary in accordance with 
article 484 of the Treaty of Versailles and the corresponding articles 
of the Treaties concluded or to be concluded with Austria and Hun- 
gary, agreeing to “recognize the full force of Treaties’: . .:which 
may be concluded by the Allied and Associated Powers” with the 
Powers who fought. on the side of Gérmany.”. 
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As to the future, the Financial Commission considers that “excep- 
tional measures” cannot be maintained in regard to German and 
Austrian banks when the Treaty of Peace with these Powers comes 
into force. The German and Austrian banks should, from the date 
of the going into effect of the treaty, be placed on the same footing 
as neutral banks and not subject, in the future, to other than general 
measures taken or to be taken by the High Commissioners to ensure 
the policing of occupied Ottoman territory. Consequently, it seems 
to the Financial Commission that in reply to telegram No. 1792 of 
September 23d sent by the French High Commissioner, the Gov- 
ernments of the Principal Powers should send the High Commission- 
ers identical telegrams of which the main lines are indicated in the 
draft telegram attached hereto. 


[Enclosure] 
FINANCIAL COMMISSION 


Ocroser 16, 1919. 

Draft Telegram To Be Sent by the Governments of the Principal 

Allied and Associated Powers to the Allied High Commissioners 
at Constantinople 


After having reexamined the questions brought up by your tele- 
gram No. 1792 of September 23d, regarding the attitude to be taken 
with respect to.German and Austrian banks in Turkey, the Govern- 
ments of the Principal Allied and Associated Powers, in accordance 
with the opinion expressed by the Financial Commission, consider 
that the decisions of the High Commissioners have been wisely taken 
and that they are, from all points of view, protective measures 
designed to ensure the policing of occupied territory. 

As for the future, the above mentioned Governments consider that 
no exceptional measure can be maintained in regard to German and 
Austrian banks after the coming into force of the respective Treaties 
with Germany and Austria. 

These banks will then be free either [to] resume their operations 
or to proceed with their liquidations. They will, however, remain 
subject to the police measures which the high Commissioners may 
find necessary to take in view of maintaining order in regard to all 
neutral banks. 
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Note From the Greek Delegation Relative to the Sequestration of 
Property Belonging to the Greek Orthodox Community of Buda- 
pest 


GREEK DELEGATION TO 
THE PEACE CONFERENCE 


Paris, October 15, 1919. 
To the Secretary General of the Peace Conference: 

There were at Budapest, and in other cities of Hungary, Greek 
orthodox communities which had property, the ownership of which 
in the case of the dissolution of these communities, was to have 
been returned to the Greek State. 

The Soviet Government of Hungary proceeded July last to seques- 
trate property belonging to the Greek orthodox community of Buda- 
pest, recognized as having belonged to the community since the 18th 
Century, by the law of 1868. 

This measure, taken by a revolutionary government, being con- 
trary to the rights acquired and to prerogatives assured by the 
Treaties to all ethnic minorities, the Greek Delegation has the honor 
of begging the Peace Conference to be kind enough to insert in the 
Peace Treaty with Hungary a clause by virtue of which she would 
pledge herself to restore to their legitimate owners the property 
constituting the patrimony of the Greek Orthodox Communities in its 
territory. 
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Letter From M. Defrance, Relative to the Repatriation of the Staff of 
the Turkish Embassy in Vienna 


HIGH COMMISSARIAT 

OF THD 
FRENCH BEPUBLIC 
POLITICAL SERVICE 
DIRECTION OF POLITICAL 
AND COMMERCIAL AFFAIRS. 


Asia Oceania No. 545 ConsTANTINOPLE, September 27, 1919. 

From: M. Defrance, High Commissioner of the French Republic in 
the East. 

To: M. Pichon, Minister for Foreign Affairs. 


Inre: Sending of telegram 
From Damad Ferid Pacha. 


The Grand Vizier having begged me to insure the transmission of a 
telegram to the Chargé d’Affaires of Turkey at Vienna, relative to 
the return to Constantinople of the personnel of the Ottoman Em- 
bassy and the maintenance of Ottoman Consuls in the Austro-Hun- 
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garian ex-Empire, I deemed it my duty to submit this request for the 
consideration of my colleagues of Great Britain and Italy. 

In their meeting of the 18th instant, the Allied High Commissioners 
were of the opinion that the decision requested by the Ottoman Govern- 
ment depended on the assent of the Allied Governments. 

Consequently, I have the honor of transmitting herewith to your 
Excellency, a copy of this telegram,® leaving to your Excellency the 
care of forwarding it to the proper party, if an agreement is reached 
on this subject with the British and Italian Governments. 
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DELEGATION OF THE KINGDOM 
OF THE SERBS, CROATS AND SLOVENES 
TO THE PEACE CONFERENCH 
Paris, October 7, 1919. 
To the Supreme Council of the Peace Conference, Paris. 

The total production of the coal mines located on the territory of the 
present kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes, including the 
mines of Petchoui which are still in the territory occupied by our 
troops, amounted in 1913 to 292,720 tons monthly. The monthly con- 
sumption of coal in these territories amounted at the same time to 
322,230 tons. The difference of 29,510 tons was to be covered by the 
importations from Germany, Austria and Great Britain. 

It is well known that during the war the enemy has destroyed not 
only all the means of communication but has as well, especially during 
his retreat and by criminal action, rendered unexploitable and flooded 
almost all the coal mines in Serbia. The coal production has been 
thus completely annihilated and represents only at present, in spite of 
all the hard works of reconstruction, only one-tenth (1.10) of what 
it was before the war; it will only become normal again after several 
years. 

The total production of the mines in the Kingdom of the S. C. S. 
has amounted in the month of July 1919, but only thanks to the help 
furnished by the mines of Petchoui, to 208,100 tons, a quantity which 
hardly suffices to assure the traffic of our roads of communication, 
which are only partly reestablished. The difference between the coal 
production before the war, for that matter insufficient at that time, 
and the present production amounts consequently to 300 carloads or 
3,000 tons daily, which gives a deficit of 90,000 monthly, and that fact 
has a fatal repercussion upon the normal exploitation of the means of 
communication. If we take into account the necessities of industry 
which is at present, on account of the lack of coal, absolutely stopped, 
and also the needs in coal for heating in our country where winter lasts 


5 The document referred to does not accompany the minutes. 
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six months (nine-tenths of the territory being under continental cli- 
mate), we can only foresee profound distress for our populations in 
a short time. The lack of coal necessary for the heating cannot be 
made up by wood because the coal deficit in the railways’ renders 
impossible the exploitation of the forests. There results for our coun- 
try a pressing want of coal which can only be satisfied by the cession 
of the exploitation of the Petchoui mines under our administration. 

The Petchoui mines are also indispensable to us for other reasons. 

All the mines of our Kingdom produce presently nearly 800 carloads 
a day of which 300 carloads are extracted from the only mines of 
Trifail, in Slovenia. But the coal of Trifail cannot be used alone for 
the heating of the machines on account of its inferior quality (insufli- 
cience of calories) ;.in order to be used it must be mixed up, as it has 
constantly been done so far, with coal of Petchoui.. To deprive us of 
the latter would be equivalent to put us in the impossibility to use:the 
coal of Trifail which would bring about a veritable catastrophe in 
our railroad communications which are considerably limited. 

As we have just mentioned, our coal deficit before the war was cov- 
ered by importations from Austria, Germany and Great Britain. We 
cannot rely upon the importations from Austria any more, the latter 
being also in want of coal. It is the same with Germany on account 
of her obligations of reparations, towards other Allied countries... On 
our side, we have addressed several requests to the Supreme Council 
in order to obtain the introduction into the Peace Treaty, as well with 
Germany as with Austria, of clauses according us, as reparations, the 
indispensable quantities of coal necessary to our consumption. 
Neither in the Treaty with Germany nor in the Treaty with Austria 
have our demands been taken into consideration, so that we shall. 
receive nothing at all from those two countries. 

As to the importation of coal from Great Britain, it is out of the 
question for a long period after the war, because the wants of Great 
Britain itself, as well as those of France and Italy who also are supplied. 
by English mines, are very important. Moreover, the neighboring 
countries of our Kingdom, such as Italy, Rumania and Greece, either 
are deprived of mines, or have a small production. 

In the Treaty with Bulgaria, it is true, a quantity has been granted 
to us but being only 50,000 tons a month, it is quite insufficient.. We 
must, besides, add that the Treaty with Bulgaria contains restrictive 
conditions which render our right, even concerning that small quantity, 
illusory, the Interallied Commission being in reality, authorized to 
impose its veto if it deems that that coal is necessary for Bulgaria. 

Finally, we should like to mention that the maintenance of the com- 
munications in our country depends exclusively upon the indispensable 
quantity and upon the necessary quantity of coal we shall dispose of; 
that maintenance has not only a vital importance for us, but has also 
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a great international importance as it insures the liaison between the 
Orient and the Occident. Moreover, we produce great quantities of 
agricultural and forest products which would remain unutilized for 
lack of means of transportation; that is what happened to the harvest 
of last year which, after the armistice and for lack of means of trans- 
portation, has been wasted in greater part, despite the want which was 
felt for it in Western Europe and even in the different parts of our 
country. The same would happen to the present harvest if the present 
state continues. 

All these facts are very well known to our Allies, who have verified 
them by their different missions sent to our country for that purpose. 
We hope that our State will succeed by working with great activity 
to reconstitute the destroyed mines and to improve the productions of 
the others, to produce in a few years a quantity of coal which, added 
to that which we shall receive, thanks to the facilities of the importa- 
tion will satisfy our needs. 

That is why we request that the exploitation of the Petchoui mines 
be, by the Treaty with Hungary, given to us for a short period of five 
years after which we think we shall be able to produce sufficiently for 
our consumption. 

Consequently, the Delegation of the Kingdom of the S. C. S. has the 
honor to ask the Supreme Council to insert in the Treaty with Hungary, 
in the Chapter of Reparations, the following text: 


“In compensation of the destruction of the coal mines in Serbia, 
and to be deducted from the amount of reparations of war damages 
owed by Hungary, the latter cedes to the Kingdom of the 8. C. S. the 
exclusive right of exploitation of the coal mines located in the Petchoui 
basin (Pecs), for a period of five years after the going into force of 
the present treaty. 

“In order to insure to the Kingdom of the S. C. S. the full liberty 
of exploitation of the said mines, Hungary promises henceforth to 
respect all the regulations made by the Government of the Kingdom 
of the S. C. S. concerning the exploitation of the said mines, as well 
as all other provisions relating thereto.” 


DELEGATION OF THE KINGDOM OF THE SERBS, Croats 
AND SLOVENES TO THE Pract CONFERENCE 
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Revised Draft of Communication From the Supreme Council to the 
Serb-Croat-Slovene Government Relative to the Signature of Peace 
With Austria 

15 Ocroper, 1919. 


The Supreme Council of the Allied and Associated Powers have the 
honour to address to the Royal Government of the Serb-Croat-Slovene 
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State an urgent reminder that they have not yet signed the Treaty of 
Peace with the Republic of Austria concluded at St. Germain-en- 
Laye on the 10th of September last, and the Treaty between the Prin- | 
cipal Allied and Associated Powers and the Serb-Croat-Slovene State 
which was signed by the former on the same date. 

Anxious to accord to the Serb-Croat-Slovene State every oppor- 
tunity for consideration of the many important questions now before 
them, the Supreme Council have hitherto refrained from presenting 
to the Royal Government any request which might embarrass their 
position during a period of internal stress for the Council have always 
been animated by the warmest feelings of friendship and sympathy 
for the Serb-Croat-Slovene State, which they have been proud to con- 
sider an ally and associate alike in the conduct of the war, in the work 
of the Peace Conference and in the organization of the League of 
Nations. 

They feel confident, therefore that the Royal Government will not 
persist in objections which could only be regarded as foreshadowing 
a policy tending to separate that country from the Allied and Asso- 
ciated Powers, who have heartily cooperated in the creation and in 
the full international recognition of the Serb-Croat-Slovene State. 

It has, however, become impossible further to prolong the delay, 
and the Supreme Council must earnestly request that the Royal Gov- 
ernment be good enough to notify them promptly that they are pre- 
pared to sign the Treaties without reservation. 
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Note From German Delegation Dated October 17, 1919, on the Sub ject 
of Blockade Measures Enforced in the Baltic Sea 


GERMAN PEACH DELEGATION 


Octosrr 17, 1919. 
The German Government urgently requests that the blockade 
measures taken concerning the Baltic Sea be limited to those which 
are militarily necessary and that the fishing rights, navigation between 
German ports, ferry navigation, the maintenance of light ships 
(Seesichendampfer) be unmolested. 
Furthermore, the German Government requests the liberation of the 
German vessels captured because of unfamiliarity with orders issued, 


as is particularly the case concerning the coal tenders plying to 
KG6nigsberg. 
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Appendix G to HD-74 
Translation 


BUMANIAN DELEGATION , 
TO THE PEACE CONFERENCE Paris, October 18, 1919. 
From: M. Alex Voida Voevod. 
To: M. Clemenceau. 


The Rumanian Delegation has the honor of calling the kind atten- 
tion of the Supreme Council of the Conference to the following facts: 

By the Peace Treaty with Germany it was decided (Article 258 
[238]) that Germany was obliged to restore the machines taken away, 
seized or sequestrated, as well as animals or objects of all kinds and 
securities taken away, seized or sequestrated; it is added that these 
restorations are to be made in conformity with the procedure estab- 
lished by the Reparations Commission. 

We are informed that Members working on the execution of the 
Armistice Convention with Germany, in the commissions entrusted 
with effecting the said recoveries, have often found during the course 
of their researches objects of all kinds belonging to Rumania. In the 
same way, we are informed that in Germany endeavors have been made 
to return objects, machines, etc., taken away from Rumania, impossi- 
ble of identification when the Commission, working in conformity with 
the procedure of the Reparations Commission, shall come to identify 
them. 

This is why the Rumanian Delegation begs the Supreme Council 
of the Conference to kindly permit the attachment of Rumanian Del- 
egates to the Commissions now operating in Germany for France and 
for Belgium, in execution of the Armistice Convention, with a view 
to effecting the recoveries. These delegates will indicate to the Com- 
mission, on every occasion, the property which belonged to Rumania 
so that proceedings may be drawn up, establishing the nature of the 
object, the place where it was found, etc. 

In the same way, we beg the Supreme Council of the Conference to 
allow Rumanian Delegates to make researches in this respect, even in 
the localities where the Commissions have already finished their work. 

Owing to the importance of the interests at stake, and that Rumania 
is not in a position—as is shown above—to recover her property, which 
in this way would remain to the profit of the Germans, I dare hope, 
Mr. President, that thanks to the kind support which your excellency 
will be good enough to give our demand, it will find in the midst of 
the Supreme Council a speedy solution. 

Please accept, etc. [No signature on file copy] 


Paris Peace Conf. 180.03501/75 HD-75 


Notes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers Held in M. Pichon’s Room at the Quai d’Orsay, Paris, on 
Thursday, October 23, 1919, at 10: 30 a. m. 


PRESENT 
AMERICA, 
UNITED STATES OF BRITISH EMPIRE FRANCE 
Hon. F. L. Polk Sir Eyre Crowe M. Pichon 
Secretary Secretary Secretaries 
Mr. L. Harrison Mr. H. Norman M. Dutasta 
M. Berthelot 
_M. de Percin 
ITALY JAPAN 
_M. Scialoja M. Matsui 
Secretary Secretary 
Don Ascanio Colonna M. Kawai 
Joint Secretariat 
AMERICA, UNITED STATES OF .... Capt. G. A. Gordon. 
BRITISH EMPIRB........... Capt. Hinchley-Cooke 
FEANCEY ce eee beeen en ae M. Massigli 
TPAD Yh a ei ge hee ees M. Zanchi 


Interpreter—M. Mantoux 
The following were also present for the items in which they were concerned: 


AMERICA, UNITED STATES OF 


Dr. J. B. Scott 
Mr. A. W. Dulles 


British EMPIRE 
Mr. Tufton 

Mr. A. Leeper 
Commander Macdonald, R. N. 
FRANCE 

Marshal Foch 
General Weygand 
General Le Rond 
M. Fromageot 

M. Aubert 

ITALY 

M. Ricci-Busatti 
M. Vannutelli-Rey 
JAPAN 


M. Shigemitsu. 
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1. (The Council had before it a communication from the President 
of the German Peace Delegation, dated Paris, October 22, 1919, ad- 
dressed to Mr. Polk (See Appendix “A”).) : 

Mr. Pox called the attention of the Council to the 
second paragraph of the communication from the 
President of the German Peace Delegation, which 
stated that, 


Communication 
From the 
German Peace 
Delegation 
Relative to 

the Sending of 
German and 
Austrian 
Delegates to 
the ae 
tiona bor . . ; 
“The Austrian Government will probably likewise 


appoint delegates who will travel together with the 
Germans, and whose number and names will likewise be communicated 
at a very early date.” 


Congress at 
Washington 


He thought that it was most surprising that the German Peace Dele- 
gation should undertake to answer with respect to the attendance of 
Austrian Delegates to the International Labor Congress. He stated 
that a liaison officer of the American Delegation had been instructed 
to call Baron von Lersner’s attention to this matter and that Baron 
Eichoff would likewise be asked by what authority the German Dele- 
gation assumed to speak for the Austrian Government in this matter. 
These inquiries would be made orally and he would communicate the 
result thereof. | 

M. Picuon said that the Council approved of the action of the 
United States Delegation; it could not be admitted that the Ger- 
man Peace Delegation should assume this authority. 

9. (The Council had before it a report of the Sub-Committee on 
the Execution of the Treaty with Germany, dated October 21, 1919 

(See Appendix “B”).) 


ees GrneraL Le Ronp read and commented upon this 
ss report. He pointed out that the British maintained 
Treaty With their exception with respect to members of Plebiscite 
Germany 


Relative to 
the Organiza- 


Commissions being paid by their respective Govern- 


Plebiscite ments. | 
ae Sir Eyre Crowe replied that, pursuant to a resolu- 
peeps eee tion of the Council adopted October 15, 1919 (H. D. 


70 Minute 4 [5]),1 he had referred the question of pay- 


ment of members of Commissions of Delimitation by their respective 
Governments to his Government, which had replied that it accepted the 
principle that “ordinary army pay” of these members should ‘be 
defrayed by their respective Governments. 

Genzrat Lz Ronp observed that these words were the English equiv- 
alent of the “solde” mentioned in the Committee’s report. 

Sm Eyre Crowe said that he was not sure of the exact definition 
of “ordinary army pay”, inasmuch as officers in the British Army, 





1 Ante, p. 643. 
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were entitled, over and above such pay, to ordinary and special allow- 
ances. He would refer the question to his Government for an exact 
definition, but he felt confident that his Government would admit 
the same principle relative to the payment of members of Plebiscite 
Commissions. He wished, however, to now raise a somewhat more 
important question: strictly speaking, the cases of Dantzig and Memel 
were not exactly similar: the Treaty had not provided specifically 
for troops of occupation in these two districts, and therefore there 
was no provision that the payment of such troops as might be used 
as troops of occupation should be a charge on local revenues. The 
Council, however, had decided that troops of occupation might be 
used in these two districts;? it was therefore necessary to decide in 
principle as to the method of payment of such troops, should they be 
used as troops of occupation. He thought that on the principle laid 
down in the Treaty with respect to other troops of occupation the 
payment of such troops should be a charge upon local revenues, 

M. Picuon saw no objection to this. ; 

Mr. Potk suggested that, although no formal occupation of Dantzig 
had been decided upon, it had, nevertheless, been designated as a base. 
Should not the payment of these base troops, therefore, be deemed 
part of the expenses of the occupation of Upper Silesia? 

Genera Le Ronp added that, in accordance with this suggestion, 
the payment of these troops should rather be deemed part of the 
expenses of the occupation of Allenstein and Marienwerder, inasmuch 
as Dantzig was to serve as a base for these two districts. 

Sir Eyre Crowe observed that the base troops, however, might be 
used: as troops of occupation of the city of Dantzig upon the demand; 
of the High Commissioner, in which case Dantzig should bear the 
expense of the maintenance of such troops. 

GENERAL Lz Ronp desired to point out to the Council the situation 
which his Committee had considered. In determining whether or not 
troops of occupation should at once be sent, to Dantzig, it had. thought 
that inasmuch as the present situation in Dantzig was a provisional 
one there was no basis in right, at the present time, for sending troops 
of occupation to Dantzig. The troops which would be sent there 
could at present only be used as base troops, but could not be used as 
troops of occupation before the appointment, of the High Commis- 
sioner; thereafter they could only be so used upon the demand of the 
High Commissioner. 


(It was decided: 


(1) to approve the recommendations of the report of the Sub-Com- 
mittee on the Execution of the Treaty with Germany relative to the 
organization of Plebiscite Commissions in Silesia, Allenstein and 
Marienwerder (See Appendix “B”), with the reservation that Sir 


*HD-70, minute 3, p. 641. 
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Eyre Crowe should request the agreement of the British Government 
to the opinion, expressed by the other Delegations, that_the members 
of such Commissions should be paid by their respective Governments; 

(2) that the principle that. the payment of troops of occupation 
should be a charge upon the local revenues of the territories occupied 
should apply to such troops as might be used as troops of occupation 
in Dantzig and Memel. 


8. (The Council had before it a report of the Committee on the 
Execution of the Treaty with Germany on the Commissions to be 
named during the first weeks following the entry into 

Report of theCom- force of the Treaty. (See Appendix “C”.)) 


mittee on the Exe- A 2 
cution of the Treaty © The report of the Committee on the Execution of 


ith Germany on 


the Commissions To the Treaty was read, and in the course of its reading 


the First Weeks Fol- the following remarks were made: 
va 2 la Mr. Pork reminded the Council that the United 

States could not be represented on any Commissions 
prior to the ratification of the Treaty by the Senate. . 

Sir Eyre Crowe remarked that although he had a complete list 
of British appointments to the Commissions in question, he thought 
it inadvisable to present these piece-meal during the reading of this 
report and suggested that each Delegation present to the Secretary- 
General of the Conference its nominations for the Commissions men- 
tioned in the Committee’s report. This suggestion was approved. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that with respect to the Delimitation Com- 
mission for Dantzig, the Treaty provided that three Nations should 
be represented on this Commission, but it had not yet been decided 
which three nations were to be so represented. 

GenrraL Lz Ronp pointed out that the Council had already ap- 
proved the recommendations of a prior report of the Committee on 
the Execution of the Treaty that the members of the Delimitation 
Commission for Dantzig should be drawn from the Germano-Polish 
Delimitation Commission and that the presidency of these two Com- 
missions should be held by the same person, in this case General 
Dupont. Therefore, only two members of this Commission still 
remained to be named. 

M. Picuon thought it would be well that one of these members 
should be British. 

Sir Eyre Crows agreed. 

M. Picuon added that since the United States could not be repre- 
sented the choice lay between Italy and Japan. 

Generat Le Ronp thought it was more suitable for Italy to be 
represented, since Japan had fewer representatives on the Germano- 
Polish Delimitation Commission. 


* HD-70, minute 5, and appendices C and D thereto, pp. 643, 651, and 655. 
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M. Scratosa said that although Italy did not ask to be represented 
it did not object to being represented. 

Gxnrrat Le Ronn pointed out that the Treaty provided that Ger- 
mano-Polish Delimitation Commission should be constituted 15 days 
after the entry into force of the Treaty, but that the Supreme Coun- 
cil on July 16th* had decided that this Commission should be on 
the spot and enter into operation on the day of the entry into force 
of the Treaty. The same was true of the Dantzig Delimitation Com- 
mission by virtue of the Supreme Council’s decision of October 15, 
(H. D. 70, Minute 4 [5]).5 

M. Berruexor observed that this brought up again the whole ques- 
tion of what was the proper day for putting the Treaty into force: 
he remarked that it had also been decided that the troops of oc- 
cupation were to be on the spot on the day in question. —— 

GreNERAL WeyGanp pointed out that there were three questions to 
be considered; first, the Delimitation Commissions, second, the Pleb- 
iscite Commissions, third, the troops of occupation. Did the Council 
fully intend to have the troops ready to be at their appointed destina- 
tions on the day the Treaty came into force? 

M. Picnon said that this was the Council’s opinion and he wished 
to know what date the troops would be ready to start. 

GENERAL Weyeanp replied that the French troops could entrain 
on November 5th, and he thought the British troops were now 
ready. The question of the number of battalions to be furnished 
by Italy was still unsettled: the three battalions that Italy had agreed 
to furnish for service in Upper Silesia were now ready to start, but 
the question of whether Italy would furnish the remaining four bat- 
talions designated as her share in the report of the Special Com- 
mission (See Appendix 1 [A], H. D. 72),° was still undetermined. He 
had been informed by General Bliss that, although American troops 
could not be used as troops of occupation prior to the ratification of 
the Treaty by the United States Senate, troops were now on their 
way to Coblenz and would be held there until such time as_ this 
ratification might take place. They would then at once be ordered 
to proceed to zones of occupation. He pointed out that the question 
of transportation still remained to be solved. This question was 
most serious with respect to troops destined to occupy Upper Silesia. 
It was extremely difficult to ask the Germans for more transporta- 
tion than they had been asked for upon the occasion of the, passage 
of General Haller’s troops. Having in mind the transport, of sup- 


*“HD-8, minute 3 (c), vol. v0, p. 160. 
° Ante, p. 648. 
° Ante, p. 695. 
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plies, as well as of troops, at the rate of six trains per day, the moye- 
ment would require fifteen days. 

M. Bertwetor calculated that on this basis the 11th of November 
might be a suitable date for putting the Treaty into operation. 

GrneraL WEYGAND said that this date was satisfactory as far as 
the troops were concerned but it should be remembered that very 
little time was left in which to take various other necessary measures. 
The various Commissions had to arrive at their destinations prior 
to the entry into force of the Treaty and likewise the Germans should 
be informed of that date as far ahead as possible in order that they 
might take all necessary measures of evacuation. 

Mr. Pox asked, for information, whether the troops of occupation) 
were to be at their appointed destination on the day of ratification 
or within fifteen days thereafter. 

GENERAL WreyeAnp replied that the troops were to be in place with- 
in fifteen days after ratification but that in order to effect this result 
it: would be necessary for the troops of occupation to begin to arrive 
in their respective zones on the day the Treaty came into force: clearly 
these zones could not be occupied prior to the ratification of the 
Treaty. 

M. Picuon asked again if the Council desired to decide on the 11th 
November as the day of putting the Treaty into operation. 

Genrrat WeYGAND repeated that this would be satisfactory from 
a military point of view, except that the question of the contingent 
to be furnished by the Italians must be settled before a definite 
décision could be arrived at. He wished to add that the Italian 
Military Representative had always maintained a reservation on this 

oint. 
: M: Picuon said that the distribution of forces decided upon by the 
Supreme Council must be followed out, and he desired to insist 
most pressingly upon Italy furnishing the full contingent demanded 
of her by the Special Commission’s report, especially since, prior to 
the ratification of the Treaty by the United States Senate, the four 
American battalions destined for Upper Silesia would not be sent there. 

Sm Eyre Crowe inquired if the absence of American troops of 
occupation prior to the ratification of the Treaty by the United States 
Senate would not adversely affect the distribution of troops of occupa- 
tion provided for by the report of the Special Commission. 

M. Picnon said that the eventual use of United States troops was 
to be considered, and added that he did not wish an attitude to be 
adopted which would appear to exclude United States troops from 
eventually participating in occupation, 
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Mr. Porx remarked that everything depended upon the ratification 
of the Treaty by the United States Senate. He wished to repeat that 
United States troops were en route and would be held at Coblenz ready 
to be sent to zones of occupation. 

M. Pricuon asked Marshal Foch whether, in the present absence of 
United States troops destined eventually for participation in the occu- 
pation of Upper Silesia, he had enough troops to maintain order there. 

MarsHau Foon said that he must first know if he was going to have 
at his disposal the remaining fourteen battalions, all ready to move 
on November 5th. 

M. Scratosa said he would try to obtain a satisfactory reply from his 
Government immediately. 

Genera Le Ronp pointed out that the Plebiscite Commissions, for 
instance in Silesia, being essentially Government Commissions, they 
should arrive at their destination in plenty of time to confer with the 
outgoing German officials, so as to be able on the day of the entry into 
force of the Treaty to take up the Government of these districts with- 
out any hitch. 

Sir Eyre Crowe observed that as soon as the date of the entry into 
force of the Treaty was definitely determined upon, someone should 
be designated to settle all such matters with the German Government. 

M. Picuon said that Marshal Foch was the best person to do this. 

M. Scratosa objected that plebiscite Commissions were not of a mili- 
tary nature. 

M. Bertueror replied that they were closely concerned with military 
affairs. Until the Armistice came to an end Marshal Foch was the 
properly qualified person to treat with the German Government on 
all such matters. 

Mr. Porx asked with reference to the Committee’s report respecting 
“Persons to be delivered by Germany”, when the demand for such 
individuals would be made. | 

Sm Eyre Crows replied that, for many reasons which had already 
been discussed, the day of the entrance into force of the Treaty would 
be the appropriate date for making such a demand. 

M. Berruetor, in pointing out the provision in the Committee’s 
report with reference to the Government of Memel, said that in view 
of the small size of the Memel district there was no objection to the 
British Commander exercising both civil and military functions. 

M. Picuon suggested that the whole question could be settled by 
agreeing to take all necessary measures for putting the Treaty into 
force on November 11th, 1919. M. Dutasta had informed him that he 
was going to see Baron von Lersner on that night, and he wished to 
inquire whether M. Dutasta should tell Baron von Lersner that the 
Treaty would be put into force on November 11th. 
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Mr. Poxx observed that if Baron von Lersner were told this he 
would undoubtedly publish it immediately. 

Marsnat Focu said that it would be better to simply inform Baron 
yon Lersner that his Government would be notified of the date of 
entrance into force of the Treaty in sufficient time for it to take all 
measures necessary to be taken by it prior to that date. 

(It was decided: 


(1) that the Delegations of the Principal Allied and Associated 
Powers should immediately submit to the Secretary General of the 
Peace Conference the list of the representatives they desired to name 
upon the Commissions which, under the terms of the Treaty with 
Germany, must begin to operate during the first weeks following the 
entry into force of said Treaty; 

(2) that the 11th day of Neconiben 1919, should provisionally be 
considered the date of the entry into. force of the Treaty with 
Germany ; 

(8) that everything should be done to insure the completion prior 
to that date of all measures constituting conditions precedent to the 

roper and effective entry into force of said Treaty, and to effectually 
eDo of all reservations hindering or preventing such entry into 
orce}; 

(4) that the German Peace Delegation should not yet be informed 
of the tentative date of the entry into force of the Treaty, but that in 
reply to this Delegation’s inquiry as to such date it should be informed 
that the German Government would be informed of the date of the 
entry into force of the Treaty in ample time to enable it to take all 
measures necessary to be taken by it prior to such date.) 


4, (The Council had before it a report of the Draft- 


pelt he ing Committee on the cost of transportation to and 
eee maintenance in foreign countries of German subjects 
ernie: convicted of serious offenses against members of the 
Gontca forces of occupation or against the property or author- 
ee ity of forces of occupation in Germany. (See Appen- 
jects Convicted dix “D”. | 

Rectan Nigh Mr. Poxx stated that he was entirely satisfied with 
aE een the report of the Drafting Committee.. He wished to 
eoaeeG add that he had already recommended to the military 
a eee ee authorities that the procedure in question should only 
porate be followed in very serious cases and he hoped there 


would be very few more of these. 
(It was decided : 


to adopt the report of the Drafting Committee on cost of trans- 
portation to and maintenance in foreign countries of German subjects 
convicted of serious offenses against’ members of the forces of occu- 

ation or against the property or authority of forces of occupation 
in Germany. (See Appendix “D”).) 
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5. (The Council had before it a note from the Bulgarian Dele- 
gation dated Neuilly-sur-Seine, October 12th, 1919, (See Appendix 
Neg “”), and another note from the Bulgarian Delegation 
dated Neuilly-sur-Seine, October 21st, 1919, (See Ap- 


Protest of 


the Bulgarian ; pendix oe .) ; 
Delegation 

gentut ie M. Berruetor read the two notes of protest. He 
Western Phried pointed out that a fait accompli now existed and that 


the question raised by the Bulgarian Delegation had 

become purely academic. He added that the occupation of the district 
in question by the Greek troops had taken place without any disturb- 
ance, and he thought that as the Bulgarians would deliver their answer 
to the Peace terms on the following day there was nothing further to 
be done until this answer had been received. 
Mr. Pork submitted a draft of the following questions to be ad- 
dressed to General Franchet D’Esperey and requested that General 
D’Esperey should be asked to report immediately by telegraph on 
the following points: 

(a). whether the Bulgarians were actually evacuating Thrace. 

(5) what troops were proceeding to the evacuated territory. 
_(¢) whether other Allied troops than Greek were taking part in 
the preliminary occupation. 

(d) whether satisfactory precautions were being taken to prevent a 


possible Greek occupation of territory outside of their zone of occu- 
pation. 


GreneraL Weraanp replied that Marshal Foch was in possession 
of the information requested and that he would reply to all these 
questions. nme 
Mr. Poxx stated that if all the information was here he would 
merely ask Marshal Foch to give him the answers to these questions. 

(It was decided: 


(1) that there was no necessity at the present time of replying to 
the Bulgarian protest against the evacuation of Thrace; 
_ (2), that Marshal Foch should supply the Council with all perti- 
nent. information relative to the conditions of the evacuation of 
Thrace and its occupation by Allied troops. 


5 [6]. M. Bertruetot referred to the decision of the Supreme Council 
(H. D. 72, Minute 1, (7), October 18th, 1919)* “that the Inter-Allied 
Commissions sent into the zones of occupation should 


P id f s s . . . 
Commissions a choose their own Presidents, without it being neces- 
Ghanietion sary for them to be of the same nationality as the 


home Commanding Officers in the corresponding zones of 
occupation.” He stated that M. Clemenceau thought it better for 
the Council to designate the Presidents of these Commissions after the 
lists of appointees to these various Commissions had been transmitted 


7 Ante, p. 684. 
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to the Secretary General of the Conference by the various Delegations. 
M. Picuon said that when the lists were submitted to the Secretary 
General, this question could be taken up again. 
(The meeting then adjourned) 


Hore pve Crityon, Parts, October 23, 1919. 


Appendix A to: HD-75 


[The President of the German Peace Delegation (Von Lersner) to 
Mr. Frank L. Polk] 


PRESIDENT OF THE 
GERMAN PEACE DELEGATION 


Parts, October 22, 1919. 

Mr. Unver-Srecrerary For State: In reply to your esteemed letter 
of October 13,8 I have the honor to state that, in accordance with the 
constitution of the German Labor Organization, The German Gov- 
ernment is prepared to send delegates to the Conference at Washing- 
ton. Provisionally, their number will be eleven; I must still reserve, 
most respectfully, the communication of the names of the gentlemen. 

The Austrian Government will probably likewise appoint delegates 
who will travel together with the Germans, and whose number and 
names will likewise be communicated.at a very early date. 

I should be grateful to Your Excellency for the kind provision of 
places on a steamer, and for information of the time and place of its 
sailing. 

Please accept [etc.] Baron von Lersner 

To His Excellency, 

Mr. Under-Secretary for State, Franx L. Poix, 
Commissioner Plenipotentiary of the 
United States of North America, 
Paris, Hotel Crilion. 





Appendix B to HD-75 


PEACH CONFERENCE 
SUB-COMMITTEE ON EXECUTION 
OF THE CLAUSES OF THE 

PEACH TREATY 


Ocroser 21, 1919. 


Note to the Supreme Council 


In compliance with the resolution taken by the Supreme Council 
in its session of October 18,° the Sub-Committee on Execution as- 


8 For draft of letter, see appendix A to HD-68, p. 583. 
® HD-72, minute 10, p. 694. 
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sembled to determine the basis upon which it must establish “the rate 
of indemnities of the plebiscite Commissions, ‘after having consulted 
the representatives of these Commissions.” 

The study of the question brought up the following points which 
the Sub-Committee on Execution has the honor to submit to the Su- 
preme Council: 

a) By the very terms of the Treaty, the said Commissions are di- 
rected, at a fixed date, to assume, in the name of the Principal Allied 
and Associated Powers the government of the territory submitted to 
their authority, in lieu of the German Government, and to exercise 
this government until the delivery of this territory to the State or 
States to which it may be attributed by the Principal Allied and As- 
sociated Powers after the execution of the plebiscite. 

These various Commissions, although, at times, they have been des- 
ignated as Plebiscite Commissions, are, therefore, Government Com- 
missions both in fact and in deed. 

6) By the terms of Articles 88, 95 and 97, which define the duties, 
the authorities, and the responsibilities of these various Commissions, 
as in the spirit which guided the drafting of these Articles, these Com- 
missions should govern, by maintaining in function in so far as pos- 
sible to be judged by them according to circumstances—the function- 
aries of administrative order. — 

Their composition therefore will allow them: 

on one hand, to insure the governing of the territory, 

and on the other, to direct, supervise and control thoroughly the 
execution of the various administrative services by the existing func- 
tionaries. 

From the date on which the powers of government will be trans- 
ferred from the German authorities to the Commission, the responsi- 
bility of the government and of the administration devolves, in fact, 
entirely upon the Commission, mandatory of the P. A. A. P.;” it 
is probable, furthermore, to expect ill will and inertia, and perhaps 
certain more serious forms of resistance, on the part of the German 
administrative personnel, at the disposition of the Commission. 

It is important therefore to place in each commission, at the dis- 
position of the representatives of the P. A. A. P., the necessary means 
for the effective accomplishment of their difficult mission, and, in 
particular, a personnel of technical and administrative order, destined 
for the supervision and control of the various branches of the admin- 
istration of the territory. 

c) Aside from these general characteristics in common, the 
Commissions of Government to Upper Silesia, Allenstein and 


* Principal Allied and Associated Powers. 
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Marienwerder will vary according to the extent of the territory, the 
population, the political and economic importance of the country, as 
well as for the duration of their mission, to be provided for, and 
its responsibilities. 

d) The composition of these various commissions will, naturally, b 
consistent both in the general characteristics which are common to 
them, as with the conditions of operation which differentiate them. 

The Treaty made provision, in the Articles relative to each one of 
these commissions, only for the representatives of the P. A. A. P., in 
a word, the directing committee of the Commission. It authorized 
the P. A. A. P. to provide for the detailed constitution of each one of 
these commissions with a view to responding to its particular 
functions. 

It seems that, concerning each particular commission, it appertains 
to the representatives of the P. A. A. P., which constitute the directing 
committee to proceed with the detailed study relative to the composi- 
tion of the commission. 

e) Although the sub-Committee on Execution must await the results 
of this preliminary study, it esteems that, at the present time, it is 
expedient to determine certain principles for the establishment of the 
rates of indemnity: 

The above cited articles of the Treaty stipulate that “the expenses 
of the Commission, both concerning its operation and for the admin- 
istration of the zone, shall be deducted from the local revenues.” 

The various indemnities to be allotted to the personnel of the com- 
mission by virtue of its functions in the commission are incontestably 
comprised in this definition. 

There remains for decision whether the salaries or the normal in- 
demnities of the officers and functionaries are to be included therein, 
or if they shall be paid to the officer or to the functionary by his own 
Government. 

On this point, the Sub-Committee on Execution proposes, with the, 
exception of the British Delegation, which reserves its acceptance, 
that the normal salaries of the officers or functionaries be paid them 
out of the budget of the State to which they belong. 

As to the operating expenses, the sub-Committee on Execution 
esteems it fitting to establish the following classes of indemnities, var- 
iable, for that matter, according to the importance and the duties of 
each commission : 


1st—Representatives of the P. A. A. P, in the Commission ; the repre- 
sentative * who shall exercise the Presidency of the commission, shall 





*The mission of governing which devolves on the Commission, carries a perma- 
nent Presidency during the entire duration of the Commission. [Footnote in the 
original.] 
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receive a supplementary indemnity corresponding with his expenses 
as President. 


2nd—First class functionaries, 


civil or military. classification to be established ac- 


cording to the importance of the 











3rd— do. Second Class ; : 
? : ti xercised. 
dthrcrigon doy, hind Glasto )reit tersno oat 
Appendix C to. HD-75 
List of the Commissions Which Should Be Nominated 
During the First Weeks Following the Entry Into 
Force of the Treaty, and Measures Already Adopted 
and To Be Adopted 
Countries having | Countries having 
Time limit Article or page Commissions designated organized the 
members personnel 
(A) By THE ALLIED anD AssocIaTED GOVERNMENTS 
I._— Delimitation Commissions 
15 days after entry | Art. 35, p. 24 Germano-Belgian G@. B—F. I—J. | J.G. B.jen 
into force ! yes F. froute 
IJ. jJyes 
15 days Art. 87, p. 50 Germano-Polish yes yes 
15 days Art. 101, p. 60 Dantzig yes yes 
15 days Art. 83, p. 48 Polono-Czecho-Slo- | in preparation in preparation 
va 
15 days after pleb- | Art. 3 [111] p. 64 | Schleswig in preparation in preparation 


iscite 


II.—Plebiscite and Government Commissions 


Upon the entry in | Art. 88, annex p. 52 | Upper Silesia a. Bik as G. B. yes 
force ofthe Treaty reef 1 
EL5 fo F, no 
15 days Art. 95, p. 56 Allenstein Qa, re ag G. B. incomplete 
J. Ses yes 
= } no - } no 
15 days Art. 97, p. 57 Marienwerder Se . Gea 
F, no F, no 
i I. 
; J. yes Jueves 
Ugen the entry in | Art. 109, p. 63 Schleswig in action in action 
orce 
III.—Miscellaneous 
No time specified eee ee Rhine territories in action in action 
rt. 2, p. 2. 
Art. 203 and follow- Military Control 
ing arts. p. 938 & Naval in action in action 
following Aerial 
To be specified Art. 115, p. 66 Destruction of Heli; | To be drawn from 
goland fortifi- Naval Super- 
cations vision Commis- 
a sion 
As soon as possible | Art. 215, p. 97 Prisoners of War Care 
after entry into Ie 
force cs yes 
& 
Upon entry into | Art. 233, p. 102 and } Reparations G.B. Progressively by 
force annex 2, p.,107 J: yes the organization 
rT. Commission, 
Upon the entry in | Art, 354, p. 180 Rhi GoBien 
Dead y rt. 354, p. | ine re no, are | 
Upon entry into} Art. 346, p. 178 ' Danube * Nothing Nothing 


force 
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Time limit 


3 months 
3 months 


Upon entry into 
force 


Upon entry into 
force 


Upon entry into 
force. 
3 months 


No time specified 


No time specified 


do. 


1month 


Article or page 


Commissions 


Countries having 
designated 
members 


IIT. —Miscellaneous—Continued 


Art. 340 & 348, p. 177 

Art. 341 & 343, p.177 

Art. 99, p. 58 

Art. 102, p. 60 

Art. 119, p. 68 

Art. 300 & 304 pp. 
153 & 160 

Art. 296, p. 140 


Art. 227, p. 100 


Art. 364, p. 185 


Art. 371, 3° p. 188 


Art. 259 39 p. 126 


Elbe 

Oder 

Persons to be de- 
livered by Ger- 
many : 


Government of 
Memel 


Temporary. adimin- 
istration of Dant- 


zig. : 
German Colonies 


Mixed arbitral Tri- 
bunal 

Verification and 
compensation of- 


fices. 
International Tribu- 
nal to Judge Wm. 


II 

Delimitation of neu- 
tral zones _ for 
Czecho-Slovaks in 
ports of Hamburg 
& Stettin. 

Distribution of Rail- 
road material. 


Reception of gold of 
Ottoman public 
debt deposited in 
Reichsbank. 


Nothing 

Nothing 

F, 

ef B. yes 

Je 

Military Occupa- 
tion provided 
Govern’t no. 

English member 
designated to be 
replaced. 

Prolongation of 
present regime 

Nothing 


Nothing 
Nothing 


(8 delegates to be 
named: 1 Ger- 
man, 1 Czecho- 
Slovak) nothing 
done. 

Nothing (concerns 
Reparations 
Commission) 

Nothing (concerns 
Reparations 
Commission) 


Countries having 
organized the 
personnel} 


Nothing 
Nothing 


B.—By THE LEAGUE oF NATIONS 


Upon convocation | Art. 4 & 5, p. 10 Council Yes (under reser- 
by Prest. of U. S. vation of tele- 
gram sent by Mr. 
Polk). 
15 days Art. 48, p. 28 Delimitation of Saar 
asin 
No time specified Art. 50 Annex Par. | Government of Saar 
: 17, p. 32 Basin 
do Art. 103, p. 60 High Commissioner 
Dantzig. 








Appendix D to HD-75 
Note for the Supreme Council 


(Expenses of penitentiary services in the occupied territories) 
Ocroser 21, 1919. 


By the terms of Article IV of the Armistice, the upkeep of the 
troops of occupation in the Rhineland (not including Alsace-Lor- 
raine) will be at the expense of the German Government. 

The expenses for the maintenance of order and of the police, and 
consequently for the repression of crime and misdemeanors committed 
against the troops of occupation, are expenses necessitated by the 
maintenance of the said troops and must therefore be paid by 


Germany. 
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The question to regulate is, whether, in the case of serious crimes 
and misdemeanors, the presence of the sentenced party presents dan- 
gers for the troops of occupation and justifies removal outside of 
occupied territory, this is a question of fact, capable of being judged 
only by the military authority. 

Consequently, the Allied and Associated Power, responsible for 
the occupying military authorities, is justified in charging Germany 
on the occupation expense account with the expenses above referred 
to. Thus it is with expenses of transport to and upkeep in the United 
States of parties sentenced for serious crimes to more than 5 years 
imprisonment by the American military authorities of occupation. 

For the Drafting Committee 
Henri Fromacror 


Appendix E to HD-75 


BULGARIAN DELEGATION TO 
THE PHACE CONFERENCH 


No. 387 NEvuILty-sur-SzInzE, October 12, 1919. 


From: M. K. Sarafov, 
To: M. Clemenceau. 

The Royal Government has just informed me by telegram, dated 
October 9, which arrived today, that the Commander-in-Chief of the 
Allied armies of the East, basing himself on Article 27 of the Peace 
Conditions, has asked the Bulgarian Government to proceed to the 
evacuation of Thrace, stipulating that this operation must be termi- 
nated on the 14th of this month, at noon. 

On this subject, the Bulgarian Delegation has the honor of present- 
ing the following remarks: 

From a legal point of view, the present obligations of Bulgaria 
concerning its frontiers with regard to the Allied and Associated 
Powers are explicitly regulated by the Armistice Convention of Sep- 
tember 29, 1918,7 which in one of its clauses provides for the evacua- 
tion of Thrace. 

On the other hand, the evacuation of Thrace cannot be based on 
Article 27 of the project of the Treaty, because it has not legal force, 
owing to the fact that Bulgaria up to the present time has not given 
her adhesion to it, and consequently one cannot impose upon Bulgaria 
such an obligation. 

The very fact of demanding this evacuation, it being based on this 
project, has caused a painful surprise to the entire people. The Bul- 
garian Delegation has just been informed by Your Excellency that 


“Vol. u, p. 241. 
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the Supreme Council, granting its request, has decided that the delay 
for the handing over of the answer by Bulgaria to the Peace Condi- 
tions is extended for 10 days. The execution of the demand of the 
Commander-in-Chief of the Allied Armies would be equivalent there- 
fore to the application of a project on the subject of which Bulgaria 
has not yet even presented her remarks. 

Besides, no consideration of fact whatsoever justifies at the present 
time the demand formulated by the Commander-in-Chief of the Allied 
armies of the East and its premature execution would be of a nature 
to raise serious difficulties in the country. 

The question of the previous evacuation of Thrace at a time when 
the Bulgarian people is yet under the impress of the great, terri- 
torial sacrifices which are required by the Treaty, and at a moment 
when Bulgaria is going through a political crisis of an exceptional 
importance, would submit the country to the most painful trials. 
Under these conditions, the maintenance of order and calm would con- 
stitute an overwhelming task for any government. 

The delay fixed by the Commander-in-Chief of the Allied armies of 
the East expiring October 14, the Bulgarian Delegation by order of 
its Government has the honor to beg the Supreme Council not to refuse 
to take the necessary measures before this delay expires. 

With the hope that Your Excellency will be good enough to take a 
kind interest in this matter, please accept, etc. 

[No signature on file copy | 


Appendix F to HD-75 


BULGARIAN DELEGATION TO 
TH PEACE CONFERENCE 


No. 424 Nervumuy-sur-Senez, October 21, 1919. 


From: M. Th. Theodoroff, 
To: M. Clemenceau. 

In its note of October 12th,” the Bulgarian Delegation, by order of 
its Government, had the honor of setting forth the reasons of right 
and of fact for which it begged that the unjustified demand of the 
General, Commander-in-Chief of the Allied Armies in the Kast, rela- 
tive to the evacuation of Western Thrace by the Bulgarian authorities, 
be revoked. 

Even before being honored by a reply from the Conference the 
Bulgarian Delegation has just learned that the order, forming the 
subject of the note in question above, has begun to be executed. 


2 Supra. 
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A telegram, sent from Sofia the 18th instant; and received the 19th, 
informs us “that the IX Greek Division intends to enter Xanthi on 
October 16th. ‘The local population, despite the advice given it, 
despite encouragements tending to reassure it, has begun to 
leave their homes. The state in which these anfoutpmatiés are is 
indescribable.” 

On the other hand, this morning’s papers. announce that the IX 
Greek Division, Jeodivells on October 19th, at the Xanthi railroad 
station by the @ommanier of the Allied troops in Thrace, General 
Charpy, entered the city and General Charpy entered Giimiirdjina on 
the same day. 

From this information it may be seen that not only the occupation 
of a part of Western Thrace is already an accomplished fact, but that 
it has been carried out by Greek troops. 

Now, on October 8th again the Minister for Foreign Affairs, 
M. Madjaroff, following the declarations of the Commander of the 
Danube Army, General Claudel, concerning the eventual occupation 
of Thrace by Greek troops, categorically objected inasmuch as these 
facts are in absolute contradiction with Article IL of the Armistice 
Convention, concluded on September 29th, 1918, at Salonika. The 
Article referred to prescribes only the occupation of certain strategic 
points in Bulgaria; and only by troops of the Great Allied Powers 
and not by Greek troops. 

The Bulgarian Delegation deems it its duty to observe once more 
that these facts constitute a most flagrant violation of the Armistice 
Convention of Salonika and of the regulations known as the Rights of 
People. The matter concerned in this case is only a previous and com- 
pulsory execution of Article XX VII of the Peace Scheme, before the 
Conference received the observations of the Bulgarian Delegation 
which are to be submitted to the Conference in writing on October 24, 
before this scheme be approved and signed by the interested parties, 
before its being put into effect and becoming obligatory. 

The Bulgarian Delegation is all the more surprised by the events 
which happened in. Western, Thrace because it. has not received, so far, 
any information of the. decision of, the Conference concerning that 
subject. If really such a, decision has been taken, the Delegation was 
first entitled to receive notification of it. 

In regard to the foregoing, the Bulgarian Delegation, following the 
instructions received by its Government, is obliged to make all 
necessary reserves on the subject of the arbitrary dispositions of the 
Commander-in-Chief of the Allied Armies in the East, concerning 
Western Thrace, as well as on the subject of the consequences which 
might result from them. 

Please accept, etc. [No signature on file copy] 


Paris Peace Conf. 180,03501/76 HD-76 


Notes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers Held in M. Pichon’s Room, Quai d’Orsay, Paris, on 
Saturday, October 25, 1919, at 10: 30 a. m. 


PRESENT 
AMERICA, 
UNITED STATES OF British EMPIRE FRANCE 
Hon. F. L. Polk Sir Eyre Crowe M. Pichon 
Secretary Secretary Secretaries 
Mr. L. Harrison Mr. H. Norman M. Dutasta 
M. Berthelot 
M. de Percin 
ITALY JAPAN 
M. Tittoni M. Matsui 
Secretaries Secretary 
M. Paterno M. Kawai 
M. Barone Russo 
Joint Secretariat 
America, UNITED StaTEs oF . . . Capt. B. Winthrop 
British Empire ........ .. Capt. G. Lothian Small 
Heanor slat nie dels Koes kad pl Vl assigl 
TEALY oe ee IE Ee aM J Zanchi 


Interpreter—M. Mantoux 


The following were also present for the items in which they were concerned: 


AMERICA, UNITED STATES OF 
Dr. J. B. Scott 
Mr. A. W. Dulles 
British EMPIRE 
General Sackville-West 
Commander Fuller 
Mr. Palairat 
Mr. Carr 
Mr. Malkin 
FRANCE 
M. Laroche 
General Le Rond 
M. Cheysson 
M. Fromageot 
ITALY 

M. Ricci-Busatti 


JAPAN 
M. Shigemitsu 
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1. M. Prcuon stated that the Bulgarian counter-propositions had 
arrived ; they had been distributed both to the delegations and to the 
Commissions concerned. He thought it advisable to 


meres aha specify to the Commissions the time they would have 
Counter to prepare their answers; he considered eight days 
Propositions 

adequate. 


Mr. Poik asked whether such a long time was necessary. It was 
only the Bulgarian answer dealing with reparations that was difficult. 

M. Trirtoni supported Mr. Polk’s remarks, especially as the Com- 
missions, as well as the Council itself, were familiar with the ques- 
tion concerned. 

Sir Eyre Crows thought that on previous occasions time had been 
lost; the several Commissions had made partial answers which an 
ad hoc Commission had been appointed to collect and coordinate. 
He wished to know whether M. Tardieu’s Central Territorial Com- 
mittee could not at once be asked to collate the answers of the Com- 
missions and, without waiting any longer, prepare a final compre- 
hensive answer. 

Mr. Potx agreed with this suggestion: the sooner the answer 
would be ready, the better. 

M. Picuon said that the Council might decide that the reply 
ought to be ready on Saturday next. He thought an earlier date 
would be difficult. 

M. Larocus said that even now M. Tardieu’s Committee might get 
in touch with the several commissions. So far as affected points on 
which he did not consider himself qualified to submit a reply, he 
would ask the Commissions to do so. 

It was decided: 


(1) that the Central Territorial Committee should collect and co- 
ordinate the answers of the Commissions concerned to the observations 
presented by the Bulgarian Delegation; 

(2) that the said Committee should present to the Supreme Council 
a draft of a final comprehensive answer to these observations by No- 
vember Ist, 1919, at the latest. 


2. Str Eyre Crowe submitted to the Council two telegrams which 
he had just received from the Allied Naval Armistice Commission 
(See Appendices “A” and “B”). The second tele- 


Violation of 


Baye) Causes gram partly rectified the first. He considered it 
by the Germans might be suitable to discuss them when the general 


question of the violation of clauses of the Armistice by the Germans 
was being considered. 
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3. (The Council had before it the draft answer to the German Note 
of October 17th,: concerning the measures taken by the Allied Naval 
Authorities in the Baltic. (See Appendix “C”).) 


eopstion! tt thes Str Eyre Crowe stated that the Council had asked 
Pete Nac one Naval Experts to prepare a draft answer to the 
eter Nay. German Note of October 17th, concerning measures 
eo athe taken by the Allied Naval Authorities in the Baltic. 


He wished to know whether the Council would ap- 
prove this draft reply. 

M. Picon said that, no comment having been made, the Council 
took the text as read. 

Sir Eyre Crowe pointed out that according to a telegram received 
from the British representative at Riga, the situation there was very 
grave; the attacks against Riga were still violent, to such a degree that 
the British Representative suggested the occupation of Memel, and if 
possible, of Tilsitt. The Representative had maintained that General 
Eberhardt was even worse than his predecessor, General von der Goltz. 
The Council had decided to send an Interallied Commission to the 
spot.2 So far nothing had been done and the Commission had not 
departed. He wished to know how far preparations had advanced. 

M. Picwon said that General Mangin, whose name had been sug- 
gested by Marshal Foch, had preferred not to be charged with this 
mission. Another General had been appointed and the publication 
of his name would not be delayed. He considered that to occupy 
Memel, without waiting for the Treaty to come into force, was a 
serious undertaking and he would like to know if the British Gov- 
ernment completely adopted the opinion of its Representative at Riga. 

Sir Eyre Crowe stated that he was only repeating the opinion of 
the Chief of the British Mission to indicate how serious he considered 
the situation, but he was not asking the Council to decide immediately 
upon the occupation of Memel. 

M. Prcuon proposed that the suggestion of the British Represen- 
tative at Riga be referred to the Military Experts for examination. 

It was decided: 

(1) to adopt the draft answer to the German note of October 17th 
prepared by the Naval Representatives (See appendix $C") 5 

(2) to refer to the Military Representatives for examination and 
report the question of whether the situation in the Baltic Provinces 
was such as to necessitate occupying Memel before the prescribed date. 


1 Appendix F to HD-74, p. 744. 
2 HD-67, minute 4, and appendices D and E thereto, pp. 536, 546, and 547. 
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4, M. Trrront desired to draw the Council’s attention to the situa- 
tion in Southern Russia. General Denikin, to whom the Council had in 
the past afforded moral and material support against 


Relations Be- : : 
tween General the Bolshevists, appeared to be neglecting them and 
Denikin and : 5 os 
the Ukrainian to be turning against the Ukrainians. Under the 
Army of ; : ; : 
General circumstances ought the Council to continue its 
Petlioura 9 

support ¢ 


Sir Eyre Crows said that the information at his disposal did not 
quite accord with that of M. Tittoni. 

M. Prcnon felt in the same position: Denikin was fighting very 
vigorously against the Bolshevists, but to hope for an end to all dif- 
ficulties between Russians and Ukrainians was asking too much. 
France had, for that matter, just sent a military mission to General 
Denikin with instructions to help him in organizing the fight against 
the Bolshevists and at the same time to work for the prevention of 
conflict with the Ukrainians. 

M. Trrront added that Italy likewise had sent a mission and for 
that very reason he considered it necessary to coordinate their 
activities. 

Mr. Potx stated that General Jadwin* who had just been investi- 
gating the situation with Denikin’s Army, as well as Petlioura’s, re- 
ported that it was Petlioura who was attacking Denikin : the Ukraine- 
Russian difficulties involved two fundamental questions, namely: the 
Jewish question and the question of the independence of Ukraine. 
General Jadwin had even brought forward one case at least in which 
Petlioura had facilitated Bolshevist action against Denikin. At any 
rate, should the Council wish to hear General Jadwin, he could give 
them a résumé of the situation. 

M. Picnon thought that the Council might very well hear him. 

M. Trrront considered it might be well to instruct their representa- 
tives to prevent friction between Denikin and Petlioura. 

M. Pricuon stated that the representatives of France as well as 
those of Great Britain had already received such instructions: but 
there was no use hiding the fact that the situation was extremely 
difficult. 

Mr. Porx added that General Jadwin had been informed by 
Petlioura that his best troops were Galician. 

M. Trrront stated that the Georgian representatives who had visited 
him represented General Denikin as making no secret of his inten- 
tion to put an end to the Georgian Republic as soon as he had done 
with the Bolshevists. 


* Brig. Gen. Hdgar Jadwin, U. S. A., observer in the Ukraine, September 1919. 
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Tt was decided: 
_to hear General J adwin at a future meeting of the Council on the 
situation in Southern Russia.‘ 


5. (The Council had before it a note of the British Delegation dated 
October 24, 1919 (See Appendix “D”).) 
Sir Eyre Crows stated that the British Government 


Dee heveutations believed it to be very important that the Allies should 
yeeenen agree among themselves in fixing the conditions under 
iriekdtes which diplomatic relations with Germany should be 


resumed. He proposed that a special Legal Com- 
mittee be entrusted with this question. 

Mr. Pox inquired whether it was essentially a question of protocols? 

M. Trrront considered that a political question must first be decided: 
namely; would the Allies be represented by Ambassadors or by Chargés 
d’A ffaires? 

M. Prcuon said that that question had already been decided. It had 
been agreed to send first, Chargés d’Affaires and some months later, 
Ambassadors. 

Sir Eyre Crowe asked whether the Council could not fix a date by 
which at the latest Ambassadors should be accredited; and again, what 
were the intentions of the Powers as regards sending diplomatic repre- 
sentatives to Munich and Dresden. Certainly the British Government 
proposed to send them. 

M. Trrront wished to know whether special representatives would 
be sent to Munich and Dresden as before the war, and also what would 
be their title. 

Mr. Pox stated that the United States had never had representa- 
tives in those two capitals. . 

M. Larocue said that as far as Munich and Dresden were concerned 
the question was as follows: Did they wish to be represented there, 
and what title would be given to their representatives? Might not 
the person who was actually Ambassador at Berlin be also the diplo- 
matic representative in those places? In point of fact, before the war 
the French Ambassador at Berlin was also Chargé d’Affaires at the 
Court.of Saxony. 

M. Picnon stated that the Council was agreed to send to Berlin at 
present only Chargés d’Affaires, and he considered it difficult at this 
time to fix the date on which Ambassadors would be designated. That 
would depend on the situation in Germany and on the attitude of the 
German Government. On the other hand, they could decide at once 
not to send Ambassadors before having agreed on this subject. 

M. Marsuz asked what would be the rank of Chargés d’Affaires. 





«General Jadwin never appeared before the Council. 
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M. Picuon thought that this was not so important. It was the title 
of Chargé d’Affaires that mattered. The French representative would 
be a Consul-General, with the rank of Minister Plenipotentiary. 

M, Marsur thought that Japan might have difficulty in sending first 
a Chargé d’Affaires and then an Ambassador, but he was perfectly 
willing to recommend such procedure to his Government. 

M. Picuon stated that the French Government intended to have a 
representative at Munich under the same circumstances as formerly, 
and also to be represented at Dresden. 

Mr. Potx asked whether there would be at Munich and Dresden 
autonomous Governments independent of Berlin. 

Sir Eyre Crowe answered that he had read the German Constitu- 
tion; that possibly the Central German Government might find argu- 
ments therein on which to oppose the sending of diplomatic 
representatives to State capitals; nevertheless there was nothing in 
the Constitution which explicitly said that such representatives could 
not be sent outside Berlin. 

Mr. Pox asked whether the present German Government was not 
much more centralized than the former Imperial Government. 

M. Larocue stated that the German Constitution had denied to par- 
ticular States the right of accrediting representatives, but not of 
receiving diplomatic representatives. 

M. Trrroni thought there might be opposition and that the Powers 
might, if they were to designate representatives without being assured 
in advance of their being accepted by Bavaria and Saxony, run the 
risk of not finding anyone with whom the representatives might deal. 

M. Larocue thought that the Council might settle the question of 
principle and leave to the Commission that was to be appointed the 
task of deciding what procedure should be followed. 

M. Trrront agreed, on the condition that they keep to strictly legal 
grounds. 

M. Larocue inquired whether they had agreed to recognize Ger- 
many as a more compact unit than it was in the past. 

Mr. Porx was of the opinion that the Treaty did not prevent Ger- 
many from deciding this internal question whichever way she wished: 
the question of the unity of Germany was not under discussion. 

M. Brrruetor said that the unity of Germany was indeed not under 
discussion; what was certain was that Bavaria and Saxony had no 
longer the positive right of representation but had retained a negative 
right. The intention of the French Government was to be represented 
in each of these states by a Consul-General—a diplomatic agent. 

M. Trrronr suggested that such arrangement would be similar to 
what obtained at Budapest before the war, but that the title of diplo- 
matic agent could not be accorded to these Representatives without 
the consent of the Saxon and Bavarian Governments. 


THE COUNCIL OF HEADS OF DELEGATIONS 769 


M. Berrueror maintained, however, that they had the right of 
being thus represented, which was the pre-war situation. The 
Treaty, however, had made no change in this respect, and Germany 
had not notified the Powers that she would forbid the exercise of 
the same prerogatives as they had before the war. They were taking 
into account the changes which had occurred in Germany by dimin- 
ishing their representations at Munich and Dresden. It was certain 
that their representations would not be imposed, but at the same 
time would not be a matter of negotiation; he had in mind rather a 
courteous notification. 

M. Picuon stated that as they were agreed upon the principles, 
they could entrust a special commission with drawing up the ques- 
tions of procedure. 

It was decided : 

(1) that the Allied and Associated powers upon resumption of 
diplomatic relations with Germany, should be represented at Berlin 
by Chargés d’Affaires and that they should fix later a suitable date 
for sending Ambassadors; 

(2) that such Allied and Associated Powers as before the war had 
had diplomatic representatives at Dresden and Munich, be qualified 
to continue their representation ; 

(3) that a special Committee should be charged with the study of 
the proper procedure to be followed in the resumption of diplomatic 
relations. This Committee would be composed of members as follows: 


America, UNITED STATES OF.....-- Mr. Grew 
Berrisa Jowpipe 2 2750) 2 Se Hon. C. Tufton 
Menai on Pe Oe eS M. Berthelot 
Wine Rae ete fee, AEMETER ISVS OE GET EE SE M. DeMartino 
Tee Oe EG. DAA MITES M. Shigemitsu 


6. (The Council had before it a note from the Joint Polish and 

Czecho-Slovak Commissions containing the draft instructions of the 
Supreme Council to the Plebiscite Commission of 

Plebiscite Proce 'Teschen, Spisz and Orava (See Appendix “E”).) 
Territories of Spisz After a short discussion, the Commission being 
ee. unanimous, 

It was decided : 

to approve the draft instructions to the Plebiscite Commission in 
the Duchy of Teschen and in the territories of Spisz and Orava pre- 
pared by the Joint Polish and Czecho-Slovak Commissions, (See 
Appendix “E”). 

7. (The Council had before it a letter from the chairman of the 
Polish Delegation to the Peace Conference dated October 21st, 1919 

zal (See Appendix “F”).) 

Bleeuons Municipal "Mf. Larocue thought it would be wise for the Polish 
Sa, Commission to verify without delay the information 
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transmitted by Mr. Dmowski. If the information were exact it would 
be well that the Commission prepare a draft note to the German Dele- 
gation demanding whether the alleged facts were true and stating 
that, if so, the Allies could not permit any such manoeuvre. The note 
would also state that the Municipal elections would take place after 
the Inter-Allied occupation and when the Plebiscite Commission 
should have assumed its functions. 

Sir Eyre Crowe was in agreement provided it were not stated that 
the elections were to take place immediately after the Commission 
had taken up its duties. 

M. Larocue thought they might say, “as soon as possible”, namely, 
when things had become quiet and those persons who had fled before 
the German repression had returned. 

GeENERAL Le Ronp said the question had already been examined by 
the Commission which dealt with the Eastern Frontiers of Germany. 
It had been considered then that the German Government would be 
unable to hold any election before the Inter-Allied occupation and 
that it would be for the Plebiscite Commission to fix the date of the 
Municipal election. It would obviously be very grave to let the Ger- 
mans proceed to elections at that time. 

It was decided: 


(1) to refer at once to the Polish Commission for examination and 
report the letter of Mr. Dmowski to the President of the Peace Con- 
ference showing the intention of the German Government to hold 
without delay municipal elections in Upper Silesia; 

(2) to ask the Commission, should these facts be found exact, to 
prepare immediately a draft note to the German Government in which 
it would be pointed out that the Allied and Associated Powers would 
not tolerate such a manoeuvre and that the municipal elections should 
be held after the occupation of Upper Silesia by the Allied troops and 
at such a time as the Inter-Allied Plebiscite Commission should deem 
it possible. (See Appendix “F’”’.) 

8. (The Council had before it a telegram from the Chairman of 
eles ix the Schleswig Commission, dated October 22nd, 1919 
Situation (See Appendix “G”), and a note transmitted by Baron 
von Lersner on October 23rd, 1919 (See Appendix “H”). 

Mr. Larocue said that Sir Charles Marling’s telegram brought up a 
delicate question. In the note addressed to the German Delegation on 
July 29th, the Allied and Associated Powers had called the attention 
of the German authorities to arrests which had taken place shortly 
before, for political reasons, in the region adjoining the plebiscite zone. 
To this note the Germans replied on August 10th that they desired to 
avoid any action of a kind that might stir national passions and that 
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they had released the publicist Wall,’ but Mr. Wall had been kept 
under observation. Did the Council still wish to go further and de- 
mand the setting at liberty of this person. It would, at any rate, be 
necessary that the German Government should be warned that, if 
arrests had been made in the plebiscite zone, the arrested persons 
must be released. As for the particular case of Wall, it had to be recog- 
nized that he resided in the zone not subject to plebiscite. 

M. Tirront said that the German authorities imputed to Wall an 
action tending to detach from Germany a country belonging to it under 
the terms of the Treaty of Peace. 

M. Larocue agreed, but stated that at the time Wall came to 
Paris,—and this was the action for which he was reproached,—the 
intention of the Allies had been to extend the plebiscite to a third 
zone, namely, the one which Denmark had refused. Obviously, they 
could not do much from a legal point of view, but it was to be feared 
that the German agents would make capital of the Wall incident with 
half-hearted people in the second zone, and convince them that if the 
result of the plebiscite left this second zone to Germany, those who 
had voted for attachment to Denmark would be treated as the publi- 
cist in question had been. 

Sm Eyre Crowe referred to a further point in Sir Charles Mar- 
ling’s telegram: the French representative on the Schleswig Com- 
mission believed that the German Government had been notified that 
it would be called upon to evacuate immediately the third zone if 
arrests of a political nature should occur there. As a matter of 
fact, it was not so, and the Council had modified on July 16th (H. 
D. 8), the proposal which had been submitted to it by the relevant 
Commission. He suggested therefore that the Schleswig Commis- 
sion be informed accurately on this point, and was prepared, if the 
Council approved, to telegraph to Sir Charles to that effect. 

M. Larocue told the Council that according to a telegram of the 
French representative at Copenhagen, as well as to the note from 
Baron von Lersner, the Germans had sent troops to Flensburg on the 
pretext of preventing incidents arising out of unemployment. It was 
clear that there was therein an attempt at bringing pressure to bear 
on the eve of the plebiscite. They could not oblige the Germans to 
withdraw their troops, but could they not send to the spot warships 
charged with watching what was taking place. 

M. Picuon thought that it would be wrong to let this action of 
Germany pass without protest. 

Sim Eyre Crowe agreed, but at the same time, thought that, up to 
the time, when the Treaty came into force the German Government 

™wW. Wall, from Obdrup (Angel), representative at Paris of the Danes of the 


Third Zone. 
§ Minute 3(b) , vol. vu, p. 160. 
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had both the right and the duty to maintain order in these regions; 
and they were not in a position to say @ priori that any such manoeu- 
vre was intended. 

M. Larocue drew the attention of the Council to the fact that the 
Germans had deemed it their duty to advise it of this despatch of 
troops; doubtless their conscience was not perfectly at ease. The 
Council could reply recognizing the Germans’ right, but adding that 
they, on their side, were going to send ships to demonstrate the 
fact that when the moment arrived they were equally interested in 
the maintenance of order. 

Str Eyre Crowe asked whether they were in a position to send 
ships. 

M. Larocue answered that a French ship must be on the eve of 
arriving at Copenhagen, 

Sir Eyre Crowe also asked whether they had the right to send 
ships into German ports. 

Mr. Pork thought that they were no more justified in that than in 
sending troops into Upper Silesia before the Treaty came into force. 

M. Larocue thought it was exactly because that right was debatable 
that he proposed the formula he had just indicated. 

GeneraL Lz Ronp reminded the Council that since the Armistice 
the cruiser Marseillaise had already been at Flensburg and Sonderburg. 

M. Larocue remarked that certainly the Germans had objected, but 
on the grounds of a particular incident which had arisen. The note 
might say that, in order to avoid any misinterpretation resulting from 
the despatch of warships to Flensburg, the Allies on their part would 
send ships into the harbor without disembarking. 

Str Eyrn Crowe added that it would be well to make sure that they 
had ships available. 

M. Picnon concluded that the naval representatives would come to 
an agreement. 

It was decided: 


(1) that Sir Eyre Crowe should make known to the Chairman of the 
Schleswig Commission in the name of the Supreme Council, the exact 
sense of the decisions taken by the Council at its meeting of July 8th 
[26th], 1919, with regard to Schleswig ; 

(2) that on account of recent events at Flensburg, and with the 
reservation that the naval representatives should deem it possible to 
send warships, a note should be sent to the German Delegation to in- 
form it that the Allied and Associated Powers had decided to send 
warships to Flensburg. 


9. (The Council had before it a note of the Drafting Committee 

dated October 23rd, 1919 (See Appendix “I”).) 
os M. Crmysson said that in the draft telegram which 
Austrian Banks the Financial Commission had already prepared it had 
been indicated to the High Commissioners at Con- 
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stantinople that the Council supported them in such measures as they 
had taken... This indication did not appear in the draft prepared by 
the Drafting Committee. It would perhaps be wise to communicate 
to the High Commissioners the note of the Drafting Committee. 

Mr. Porx asked what the Drafting Committee thought about it. 

M. Fromacgor said he could only reply for himself. It seemed to 
him preferable to send the telegram as it had been prepared by the 
Drafting Committee and to address also to the High Commissioners 
a copy of their note. They would thus have complete security for 
the past as well as for the future. The considerations developed in 
their report would give the High Commissioners all the arguments 
tending to justify, if that should be necessary, the attitude they had 
taken in the past. The Drafting Committee would further suggest 
to the Council the advantage of inserting in the Treaty with Turkey 
a clause which should give to the High Commissioners final discharge 
in respect of all operations carried out by them, and which should fix 
the allocation of sums accruing from liquidations carried out up to 
the time of the coming into force of the Treaty with Germany. 

It was decided: 

(1) to approve the note of the Drafting Committee dated October 
98rd, 1919, relative to German and Austrian banks in Turkey; 

(2) to send to the Allied High Commissioners at. Constantinople 


the draft telegram enclosed in the above note and at the same time 
to send a copy of this note to the Allied High Commissioners (See 


Appendix “I”). 
10. M. Picuon proposed at the next meeting, which at Mr. Tittoni’s 
request would be on Tuesday, to discuss the violations 


Determination L ‘ f 
gE Sen of the Armistice as well as the nominations for Chair- 
Meeting men of the different Government Commissions. 

11. Mr. Potx asked whether the question of the 
Se ck sid boundaries of Albania could not be referred forthwith 
of Albania to the appropriate Commission for examination and 


report. 

Sir Eyre Crowe asked whether this question could be detached from 
the whole Adriatic question. 

M. Trrront did not think one could separate from the Adriatic ques- 
tion that of the mandate claimed by Italy for Albania, but the specific 
question of boundaries might quite well be considered separately. 

Mr. Potx thought that the boundary question was indeed a question 
apart. The line of the Albano-Greek frontier would be fixed shortly ; 
elsewhere the problem of the Albanian frontiers involved Serbian and 
Montenegran questions, but nevertheless if the question were studied 
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now, time would be saved. When the proper time arrived the Council 
would have a report before it. 

Sir Eyre Crowe agreed but thought on the whole that in such a 
country as Albania the limitation of boundaries was largely a matter 
of political compromise: the solutions arrived at in neighboring re- 
gions should be known. He would like the matter discussed provided 
the problem was discussed in all its bearings. 

M. Trrronr said that the Council was already in possession of a 
report on the subject of the line of boundary between Albania and 
Greece; why not prepare a report on the Albano-Serbian frontier? 
When the Council came to discuss the question there would be nothing 
to hinder its examining the matter as a whole. Then would be the 
time to introduce considerations of a political nature. For the mo- 
ment let the Commission investigate the line guided by ethnographical 
considerations. 

Sm Eyre Crows asked if he might remark that the Territorial Com- 
missions charged with the determination of frontiers were not guided 
in the work simply by ethnographical considerations. 

M. Berruetor thought that so far as concerned Albanian frontiers, 
Treaties prior to this war supplied already a general basis. If they 
were to modify the frontiers which had then been traced it would be 
in virtue of essentially political considerations and these considera- 
tions were bound up with decisions still to be arrived at affecting the 
Adriatic. 

M. Trrroni added that this bond existed particularly for Italians 
who had associated the question of the mandate in Albania with the 
concessions that they made in Dalmatia, the two problems being in- 
separable. 

Str Eyre Crowe asked why not then tackle the problem as a whole 
at once ? 

M. Picnon remarked that as Mr. Polk and M. Tittoni were to meet 
that day they might await the result of their conversation. 

Mr. Porx then withdrew his proposal. 

It was decided: 


to adjourn the discussion of this question until a future meeting. 


(The meeting then adjourned) 
Hore ve Crinton, Paris, October 25, 1919. 
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Memorandum From the British Delegation 


The following telegram, addressed to the Supreme Council, has been 
received from the President of the Interallied Naval Armistice Com- 
mission: 
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“Considering that Admiral Goette persists in paying no attention 
to the orders emanating from the Interallied Naval Armistice Com- 
mission, it is proposed to send Admiral Goette the following telegram 
tomorrow night: 

(Beginning of the telegram) : 

Considering that you persist in paying no attention to the orders which are 


given you by the President of the Interallied Naval Armistice Commission, par- 
ticularly as relates to: 


I.—The delivery of tank vessels; 

II.—The sending to the Firth of Forth of five ships, in execution of the order 
of the Supreme Council, which was the object of my telegram No. 1840 
of October 16th; 

III.—The sending of the ships Hstonia or Hstland (see my telegrams 13800 
of October 17th, 1930 of October 17th and 1100 of October 18th) ; 

IV.—The answer to my telegram No. 1200 of October 7th, asking for a state- 
ment on the measures taken on the occasion of the Claymore incident; 

V.—tThe case of several merchant ships which have not been delivered ; 


You are informed by the present, that as long as the orders given by the Interallied 
Naval Armistice Commission, are not executed, no German ship will be given 
freedom of the seas either Baltic waters, or elsewhere. (Here ends the telegram.) 


The approval of the Supreme Council is requested.—1329. 


Pending the arrival of instructions from London, the British Dele- 
gation is not able to discuss this question, 


OcroBeEr 24, 1919. 


Appendix B to HD-76 
Memorandum From the British Delegation 


The following telegram, addressed to the Supreme Council has been 
received from the President of the Interallied Naval Armistice Com- 
mission : 


I refer to telegram 319 from the President of the Interallied 
Armistice Commission, dated October 22nd. On account of the deci- 
sion of the Supreme Council” on the subject of the German note,” 
asking that the embargo put on navigation in the Baltic be only applied 
when military reasons make it necessary, the telegram which it was 
proposed to send to Admiral Goette, has not been sent. 


Since October 22nd requests Numbers 3 and 4 have been complied 
with, but the important points numbers 1, 2 and 5, have not yet begun 
to be executed. 

Ocroser 25, 1919. 





10 FDY-74, minute 9, p. 736. 
4 Appendix F to HD-74, p. 744. 
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Appendix C to HD-76 
(EMBARGO ON GERMAN SHIPPING IN THE BALTIC) 


Proposed Draft Reply to the German Delegation Note of 17 October, 
Prepared by the Allied Naval Advisers 


The Allied and Associated Governments have examined the request 
contained in the Note of 17 October from the German Government,” 
concerning the restrictions placed on the sailings of German fishing 
vessels and other small craft in the Baltic, and have instructed 
A.N.A.C.2* to take whatever steps are possible to meet the requests 
of the German Government, in so far as these steps do not interfere 
with any military measures that are considered necessary. 


24 Octosrr, 1919. 


Appendix D to HD-76 
Note by the British Delegation for Submission to the Supreme Council 


The Governments of the United States, France, Great Britain, Italy 
and Japan have agreed on a uniform course of actions as regards the 
resumption of diplomatic relations with Germany and propose to be 
represented at Berlin at first by Chargés d’Affaires. 

The British Government would be glad to know the views of the 
Supreme Council on the following points :— 

1. How should the names of the representatives chosen and the 
dates of their arrival be notified to the German Government? Should 
this be done through the neutral Governments which now represent 
the five Powers at Berlin—in the case of Great Britain, the Nether- 
land Government ? 

2. Should the credentials of the five representatives be in the usual 
form ? 

3, Should the five representatives follow the procedure customary 
in the case of a newly arrived Head of a Mission as regards official 
calls, etc., while of course abstaining from any relations with the 
Austrian, Hungarian, Bulgarian and Turkish Missions till the Treaties 
of Peace with their respective Governments have been ratified ? 

4. Should the procedure agreed on, whatever it may be, be also 
followed at Munich and Dresden? 

5. When should the five representatives proceed to their posts? 

Ocrosrr 24, 1919. 


4 Appendix F to HD-%4, p. 744. ; 
Allied Naval Armistice Commission. as 
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Joint Note of the Polish and Czecho-Slovak Commissions Relative 
to the Plebiscite in the Duchy of Teschen and the Territories of 
Spisz and Orava 


Nore PRESENTED TO THE SUPREME CoUNCIL BY THE JOINT PoLIsH AND 
CzrcHo-SLovAaK CoMMISSIONS 


PLEBISCITE IN THE DUCHY OF TESCHEN AND THE TERRITORIES OF SPISZ AND 
ORAVA 


A decision taken by the Supreme Council under date of September 
27th last,* established the method of carrying out the plebiscite to be 
instituted in the territories of Teschen, Spisz and Orava, and deter- 
mined the powers of the Interallied Commission charged with the task 
of organizing the plebiscite and of supervising its execution. 

The Commissions which elaborated the plebiscite plan consider it 
necessary that the instructions given to the Interallied Commission 
by virtue of the above cited decision be made clear on certain points, 
and that at the same time more latitude in interpretation be accorded 
the Commission in order that it may more easily cope with the diffi- 
culties which might be encountered locally on account of the difference 
of views of the Poles and of the Czecho-Slovaks. 

To this end the Commissions have the honor to submit herewith, for 
the approval of the Council, the following resolution which, if it is 
adopted, should be communicated in the form of instructions to the 
members of the Plebiscite Commission. 

The Supreme Council judges it desirable to define as follows the pro- 
visions of the resolution of September 27th, as well as the powers 
confided to the International Plebiscite Commission by this resolution. 

As stated by the decision of September 27th, the 
of ag Commission alone shall have authority to interpret this 
ee decision, to decide just what are the administration and 
police powers which it appears to it necessary to exercise to insure 
the maintenance of order and the normal existence of the country. 
It may hear the Polish and Czecho-Slovak representatives, but 
merely in a consultative capacity. 

Also, in its decisions, the Commission should not consider itself as 
bound by the various indications contained in the minutes of the ses- 
sions of the Paris Commissions, or in the other documents placed at 
its disposition. It should only consider them as indications facilitat- 
ing the study of the problem: it shall be solely guided by the decision 
of September 27th and by the present instructions. 





4 HD-62, minute 8, p. 412; see also HD-58, minute 2, p. 300. 
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The Polish and Czecho-Slovak Delegations have requested 
Conditions that modifications be introduced in the conditions governing 
overning j : 
the Right | the right of suffrage as fixed in article 5 of the resolution 
of September 27th. 

The Poles consider that domicile ought to be taken as the sole basis 
of a right to vote, in order that this right may be refused to persons 
who have, for some time, ceased to inhabit the country. They consider, 
further, that domicile ought to entail a right to vote if it is prior to 
November 3rd, 1918. 

The Czechs, on the contrary, desire that “indigénat” (heimats- 
recht) alone be taken into consideration. 

It is impossible to accede wholly to either one or the other of these 
propositions. 

The Czecho-Slovak proposal refuses the right to vote to a number 
of inhabitants who, although not possessing “indigénat”, have none 
the less been located in the region for some time. 

The modification of date proposed by the Poles tends to accord 
voting rights to elements too recently arrived in the country, and 
to the participation in the plebiscite of that part of the population 
whose floating character is difficult to contest and whose admission 
to voting rights could only be justified on political grounds and 
not by durable bonds of attachment to this region. 

In establishing the list of voters, the Commission should not only 
conform to the letter of the provisions of Article 5, paragraph e, 
but be guided also by their spirit, in order fully to respond to the 
clear intention of the Supreme Council. The right to take part in 
the plebiscite should only be accorded to those who may be con- 
sidered in good faith as meeting the conditions fixed by the Supreme 
Council, that is: 


1. To those who possessed “indigénat” prior to August Ist, 1914. 

2. To those who, without having fulfilled that formality, had 
their habitual residence in the region from a date which could not be 
subsequent to August Ist, 1914. 


Thus, one could only accord the vote to persons who possessed 
“indigénat” previous to the 1st of August, 1914, if their behavior 
showed that they had not disinterested themselves from the region or 
allowed their connections with the region to be severed. On the 
other hand, the right to vote could only be based upon residence 
previous to the 1st of August, 1914, if that residence had been habit- 
ual, actual, residence prolonged until the date of the plebiscite. 
Persons could not be admitted to the vote who, after having resided 
outside of the region during this period, only returned to participate 
in the plebiscite. Force majeure (military service, etc) could only 
be invoked if the person in question has shown his attachment to 
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the country by the fact that he had been there for a considerable 
period previous to 1914, or by other evidence of a nature to leave 
no doubt as to his intention of making that region the place of his 
habitual residence (property holding and the maintenance of his 
family in the country, etc.). 

Within these limits, the Commission has full power without ap- 
peal to decide the conditions of the vote. 


Appendix F to HD-76 


POLISH DELEGATION 
TO THH 
PEACE CONFERENCE 
Parts, October 21, 1919. 
From: Roman Dmowski, 


To: President Clemenceau. 


The German Government has decided to take advantage of the short 
period remaining before the occupation of Upper-Silesia by Allied 
troops, to conduct communal elections in that province. Electoral 
lists have already been prepared and exposed to the public. The elec- 
toral colleges will be convoked in the very near future. 

The purpose of this measure, put into operation in great haste, is 
clearly evident. Following the insurrection of the Polish population 
in Upper Silesia, provoked intentionally by the Germans, thousands 
of Poles were arrested and deported to German provinces; more 
numerous still are those who were obliged to take refuge in Polish 
territory already liberated. The amnesty recently discussed between 
the Polish and German Governments has not yet been realized. Under 
these conditions, an important number of electors are unable to take 
part in the election, thus the result of these preliminary elections must 
in no sense be considered as the true expression of opinion in the 
country. All electors subject to the exceptional regime still in force 
in Upper-Silesia, will be deprived of an opportunity to express their 
opinions. But this is exactly the reason why the German Government 
hastens to conduct the elections, it wishes to prove to the Inter-allied 
occupation authorities, and to the Governments of the Principal Allied 
and Associated Powers that the universal suffrage as applied to the 
Communal elections gives Germany full justification and confirms her 
assertions regarding the German character of Upper-Silesia. More- 
over, the communal authorities, elected under similar circumstances, 
will be docile instruments in the hands of the German Government, 
with which she intends to influence the result of the plebiscite. It is 
also certain that the German Government will do everything in its 
power to insure the election of persons who, by remaining in the 
country, would serve as supporters of her policy. 

510124—46—VOL. v11I——_50 
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The Polish Delegation, in a note dated July 5th last, indicated that 
it is important to proceed with the communal elections, but under a 
regime of occupation by Allied troops, because this occupation alone 
could furnish sufficient impartiality guarantees concerning the organi- 
zation and conduct of these elections. 

Considering that the communal elections decreed for Upper Silesia 
are to be regarded as a manoeuvre on the part of the German Govern- 
ment tending [to influence?] the result of the plebiscite, the Polish 
Delegation has the honor to request the Supreme Council of the Prin- 
cipal Allied and Associated Powers to kindly take any measures it 
may deem necessary to cause a revocation of the communal elections 
in Upper-Silesia by the German Government, and to have these elec- 
tions operated under the control of the Inter-Allied occupation au- 
thorities after a reasonable electoral period, and upon a basis of the 
lists which are to be prepared after the evacuation of the province by 
the German Authorities. 

Accept, etc. Roman Dmowsx1 





Appendix G to HD-76 


Telegram to the Supreme Council From Sir C. Marling, Chairman of 
the Slesvig Commission, Relative to Political Arrests in Slesvig 


CorpeNnHAGEN, October 22, 1919. 

About July 20th the Slesvig Commission at Paris suggested to the 
Supreme Council that a request should be addressed to the German 
Government to give strict instructions to the German officials in the 
Third Zone to abstain from political arrests, on the understanding 
that the evacuation of that zone would be immediately required in 
case any instances of such arrests, which could not but vitiate the 
results of the plebiscite, were reported by the International Com- 
mission. ‘ 

The Commission was never authoritatively informed whether the 
Supreme Council approved this proposal and addressed the necessary 
communication to the German Government on the subject, but my 
French colleague believes this to be the case. 

A concrete instance has now occurred in the case of the publicist 
Wall. ‘This man was arrested last July and released at the instance 
of the late French Minister, yet the German authorities have since 
confined him to his own house, and the Commission hereby requests 
authority to demand of the German Delegate that Mr. Wall shall be 
restored to complete liberty, and to quote in so doing, the above men- 
tioned resolution of the Supreme Council. 
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Appendix H to HD-76 
Note Delivered by Baron von Lersner, October 23, 1919 


For several weeks Flensburg has been suffering from gross excesses 
committed by strikers and members of the seamen’s league. Crews 
who wish to work are threatened; provisioning is jeopardized. On 
the 16th instant the Hotel de Ville was taken by assault and impossible 
demands made on the magistrates. Consequently, we were obliged to 
comply with the urgent request of the authorities and of the citizens 
of Flensburg to take measures for military protection. 


Appendix I to HD-76 


Note for the Supreme Council Concerning German and Austrian Banks 
in Turkey 


1st—The measures taken since the Turkish Armistice and until the 
entry into force of the German Treaty (and afterwards the Austrian 
Treaty) are protected from German or Austrian Claims: 

1st—By virtue of Articles 19 and 23 of the Turkish Armistice * 
which forbids the presence of Austrian or German subjects in Turkey 
or of any relations between Turkey and Germany (and Austria) ; and 
(2nd) by virtue of Article 439 of the German Treaty (Article 377 of 
the Austrian Treaty) by virtue of which Germany (and Austria) 
renounced any claims concerning measures taken by the Powers prior 
to the entry into force of the Treaty. 

Qnd. After the entry into force of the German Treaty (and after- 
wards the Austrian Treaty) the control measures taken or to be taken 
by the Powers are covered; 1st, by the articles of the Turkish Armistice 
above referred to; 2nd, by the right vested in Powers occupying a 
territory to supervise, for reasons of military security, any enterprise 
whatsoever situated in occupied country. 

The Drafting Committee has no knowledge as to whether the Prin- 
cipal Allied and Associated Powers intend to operate liquidations 
after the entry into force of the German Treaty (and of the Austrian 
Treaty), but if such liquidations are to be operated it would be advan- 
tageous to have these measures covered later in the Turkish Treaty. 

In fact, the Allied and Associated Powers have, in relation to Ger- 
many, Article 155 of the German Treaty (and in relation to Austria, 
Article 86 of the Austrian Treaty) entire authority to fix the fate of 
the said German and Austrian Banks in the Turkish Treaty, and Ger- 
many and Austria agree at the present time to all stipulations of this 
nature between the Allied and Associated Powers and Turkey. 


%* See undated telegram No. 32 from the Special Representative (House), For- 
eign Relations, 1918, supp. 1, vol. 1, p. 441 
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If these considerations are fully founded, it would be opportune to 
instruct the High Commissioners at Constantinople as follows: 


Drart oF TELEGRAM TO THE HiagH CoMMISSIONERS AT CONSTANTINOPLE 


Replying to your telegram 1.792 of September 23rd with regard 
to the attitude to be adopted concerning the German and Austrian 
banks in Turkey, the Governments of the Principal Allied and Asso- 
ciated Powers agree to not proceed, after the entry into force of the 
German Treaty, and afterwards of the Austrian Treaty, with the op- 
eration of any liquidation measures, but they reserve the right to take, 
even after the entry into force of these Treaties, all supervision meas- 
ures deemed necessary concerning the said banks. ‘These measures 
will be justified: 1st, by Articles 19 and 23 of the Turkish Armistice; 
and 2nd, by the right vested in Powers occupying the territory to 
supervise, for reasons of military security, any enterprise whatsoever 
situated in said occupied territory. 

It will be expedient to fix the fate of the said banks in the stipula- 
tions of the arrangements with Turkey, as Germany (Article 153 [155] 
of the German Treaty) and Austria (Article 86 of the Austrian 
Treaty), have already agreed to any stipulations of this nature between 
the Allied and Associated Powers and Turkey. 


For the Drafting Committee 


Henri FroMAGEOT 
OctopeEr 23, 1919. 


Paris Peace Conf. 180.03501/77 HD-77 


Notes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers Held in M. Pichon’s Room, Quai d’Orsay, Paris, on 
Tuesday, October 28, 1919, at 10:30 a. m. 


PRESENT 
AMERICA, 
UNITED STATES OF British EMPIRE FRANCE 
Hon. F. L. Polk. Sir Eyre Crowe. M. Clemenceau. 
M. Pichon. 
Secretary Secretary Secretaries 
Mr. L. Harrison. Mr. H. Norman. M. Berthelot. 
M. de Saint-Quentin. 
ITALY JAPAN 
M. Tittoni. M. Matsui. 
Secretary Secretary 
M. Barone Russo. M. Kawai. 
Joint Secretariat 
America, Unirep States oF. . . Capt. G. A. Gordon. 
British EMPIRE. ..... =... Capt. G. Lothian Small. 
FRANCE. ......... . +. . M. Massigli. 
Pep AT ee ia ks ee ee ee eV TC 


Interpreter—M. Mantoux 


The following were also present for the items in which they were concerned : 


AMERICA, UNITED STATES OF 
General Tasker H. Bliss 


Brig. Gen. Cheney. 
Rear-Admiral MeCully, U. S. N. 


BriTIsH HMPIRE 
General Sackville-West 
Commandant Lucas 
General Groves 
Colonel Kisch 

Captain Fuller 


FRANCH 

Marshal Foch 

General Weygand 

General Niessel 

M. Laroche 

M. Kammerer 
Commandant Le Vavasseur 
Captain de corvette Fabre 
Captain Roper 


ITALY 


General Cavallero 

C. Amiral Grassi 
Lieut-Col. Scelzo 

Capt. de corvette Ruspoli 


JAPAN 
M. Shigemitsu. 
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1. (The Council had before it a letter from Marshal Foch, dated 
October 15th, 1919, to M. Clemenceau, with annexed note (See Ap- 
pendix “A”’).) 


ees Mr. Pox observed that he only received the letter 
Military Organi- and note in question late the night before. 

zation for the F “ . 
esccuton of) M. Curmenceau asked if he desired to adjourn the 
the Treaty With ; 1 1 7 9 

Cee consideration of this question % 


Mr. Potx thought that it would be useful to discuss 
the questions involved although he did not think that any conclusions 
could be reached at that meeting. 

M. Cremenceav inquired if Sir Eyre Crowe was in the same situa- 
tion, and briefly summarized the letter and note, adding that he in- 
tended to appoint Marshal Foch as the French Representative on the 
Inter-Allied Military Organization which it was intended to constitute 
and he thought that he should have the presidency thereof. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that he had hurriedly read the letter and note 
in question but he had not been aware that this point was on the agenda 
for that day. He was not clear as to the exact machinery which it 
was proposed to set up. There were already in existence Commissions 
of Control which would supervise in Germany the execution of the 
Treaty, and on these Commissions representation of all the Allied 
and Associated Powers was provided for. 

M. CremeENceau pointed out that the proposed Military Organiza- 
tion was not an ordinary Commission. It was rather a question of 
creating an Inter-Allied Military Organization with executive func- 
tions. After the Treaty came into force Marshal Foch, as Com- 
mander in Chief of the Allied Forces, would no longer have any com- 
mand to exercise. He proposed to transfer those powers to the Council 
existing at Versailles and to endow it with executive functions. 

Sir Eyre Crowe asked if it was not desired to retain an Inter- 
Allied command. 

M. Cremenceau replied that it was, but that it would be in a dif- 
ferent form. 

Sir Eyre Crows said that there was.already in existence a Council 
sitting at Versailles which, however, had no executive powers but 
purely advisory ones. He felt that he would have to refer the ques- 
tion of the organization now proposed to his Government. Command 
of the troops of occupation on the Rhine was already settled, the com- 
mand being vested in the Commanding Officer of the French troops 
of occupation on the Rhine, and he thought it was unnecessary to 
create another intermediate body exercising functions of command. 

Marsan Focx pointed out that the troops of occupation on the 
Rhine were not the only ones concerned. He was now asking to be 
relieved as Commander-in-Chief of the Allied forces. It was however 
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necessary to ensure the execution of the clauses of the Treaty. It 
was true that in large part this was already confided to the Commis- 
sions of Control in Germany, but for various reasons a central or- 
ganization like that at Versailles was necessary, with an Inter-Allied 
staff: First, it was necessary to have a central organization in order 
to give directions to the various Commissions of Control which other- 
wise would deal with their respective Governments, so that confusion 
and disorder would necessarily ensue. For the same reasons a central 
organization was necessary in view of the different conditions apply- 
ing to the Inter-Allied troops of occupation, inasmuch as they were 
to be stationed in different localities, were of different composition 
and were subject to different conditions of administration. If it be- 
came necessary to proceed to affirmative measures on the Rhine, for 
instance, it would be necessary to have a medium for reaching an 
agreement with Belgium with respect to the cooperation of her 
troops. In like manner if it were also desired to take similar meas- 
ures on the eastern frontier the same necessity existed for coming to 
an understanding with Poland and Czecho-Slovakia. For the fore- 
going reasons it was necessary to have an Inter-Allied staff. The 
Council at Versailles did not at present have executive powers, but 
in February and March, 1918, with Mr. Lloyd-George’s consent, the 
Executive War Board sitting at Versailles had been invested with 
executive as well as consultative powers. He proposed the retention 
of the present Council of Versailles with the added attribution of 
extensive executive powers, otherwise the proper execution of the 
various military measures would become impossible. 

Sir Eyre Crowe observed that his delegation had already dis- 
cussed this matter and that, although differing on certain points, it 
had come to a similar conclusion. The necessity for a centralized 
organization with executive powers was fully realized. He thought 
that the Council already existing at Versailles was sufficient but that 
it should remain under the orders of the Supreme Council. 

M. CiemeEnceauv replied that of course this would be so. 

Mr. Poix suggested that the Conference might no longer be in 
session at the time referred to. 

M. Cremenceav observed that this was true but that the necessity 
of consulting the respective Governments would still exist and that, 
therefore, a central body with executive power became more neces- 
sary than ever. If the various decisions of the Allied and Associated 
Powers were to be communicated to their respective military com- 
manders much confusion would inevitably result: it would be pref- 
erable to have these orders transmitted by a central body sitting 
at Versailles which would include representatives of the Governments 
concerned, 
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Sir Eyre Crowe observed that a Committee for the coordination 
of questions concerning the interpretation and execution of the clauses 
of the Treaty with Germany had already been decided upon.’ 

Mr. Porx thought that the idea was that such a Committee would 
have no other powers than the winding up of the work of the Con- 
ference: it had not been contemplated that this Committee of Coor- 
dination should resolvé itself into a continuation of the Conference. 

M. Cuemenceav remarked that for whoever knew the Germans it 
was unquestionably true that if we did not see to the proper execution 
of the clauses of the Treaty they would never be executed. 

Mr. Porx inquired whether it would be equally necessary to have 
some central body of Naval control. 

M. Cremencnav replied that he did not see why not; that he should 
like that to come about. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that he thought that the Committee of Co- 
ordination which had been decided upon was essential: moreover, that 
as it could transmit orders from the various Governments concerned 
to their Naval and Military Representatives it, in his opinion, was 
sufficient. 

M. Trrronr in summarizing what Sir Eyre Crowe had said, took it 
that he meant that the existing Council at Versailles should be main- 
tained and that it should have the same relations towards the pro- 
posed Committee of Coordination as it now occupied with respect to 
the Supreme Council. 

_ M. Cremenceav observed that the Versailles Council had no execu- 
tive powers at all. 

Marsuat Focn added that he himself now had all executive power. 

M. Trrront thought that the Council of Versailles should exist under 
the presidency of Marshal Foch with executive powers, receiving its 
orders from the Committee of Coordination in the same manner as it 
now received such orders from the Supreme Council. 

M. Cremenceav explained that the Supreme Council or the Com- 
mittee of Coordination was always to retain the power of decision; 
that the military organization proposed was to be endowed with full 
executive powers for carrying out the orders of the Supreme Council 
or of the Committee of Coordination. He thought it was necessary 
to have Marshal Foch at the head of this proposed military organi- 
zation at Versailles inasmuch as in view of his great prestige, as well 
as his ability, it would never do for the Germans to think that they 
were finally rid of him, 

Mr. Pox inquired if it was Marshal Foch’s idea that the Interallied 
troops of occupation in Dantzig, Silesia, and other regions would all be 
under the supreme command of the organization at Versailles with its 
Interallied General Staff. 


* HD-17, minute 1, vol. vi, p. 356. 
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M. Cremenceav replied that this was the case. He thought that 
the questions involved were now clearly understood by everyone and 
he suggested that their decision be postponed to a future meeting. 

(This was agreed to.) 

2. (The Council had before it telegrams from Sir Edward Grey to 
Lord Curzon and from Lord Curzon to Sir Eyre Crowe, both dated 
October 25th, 1919 (See appendix “B”).) 


Communication 


From the British x vT = 
Delegates tothe Sir Eyre Crown read and commented on the tele 
nternationa 1 1 

Labor Conference © Tams In question. 

oe M. CiemEncrau observed that a great many other 
Ratification of 1 7 + it} i- 
ie Tac ik umportant questions were awaiting upon the possi 
Germany bility of setting a definite date for the coming into 


force of the Treaty, which, needless to say, would be done as soon as 
possible. 

3. (The Council had before it draft instructions to the Inter-Allied 
Commission charged with examining into the evacuation of the Baltic 
Be Lopate Provinces (See appendix “C”).) 
to the Inter-Allied M. Ciemenceau explained that in the place of Gen- 


Commission ‘ : ° 
Charged With eral Mangin, General Niessel had been appointed to 


the Evacuation of the Presidency of this Commission: the General had 
the Baltic Provinces ,. . . ° ae . 

lived for a long while in Russia and was familiar with 
the Russian tongue. 

Mr. Poik suggested that the representatives named on this Com- 
mission meet and discuss the draft instructions to General Niessel 
and report back to the Conference. 

M. Cremenceav said that they could meet immediately in another 
room. 

Genera Niessex remarked that as he had had a conversation with 
the British Representative, General Turner, the day before, he could 
speak for him at this meeting. 

(At this point the military representatives on this Commission left 
the room.) 

M. Trrroni observed that the draft instructions brought up a great 
many political questions also. 

M. CLEMENCEAU suggested that these be discussed immediately. 

M. Bertruenort then began to read Section 5 of the draft 
instructions. 

M. Trrront, with respect to the last paragraph of Section 5, sug- 
gested that the wording used implied that the Commission would be 
superior and in fact replace the local de facto governments, thus 
assuming responsibilities which properly attached to them. He 
thought that this clause should be so altered that it would be clear 
that these de facto. governments were to be consulted by the Com- 
mission. He suggested that the clause be made to read: “The local 
governments, in agreement with the Commission, will take, etc.” 
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M. Berruevor observed that this change could easily be made: it 
was clear that the Commission could not replace these de facto gov- 
ernments. 

Mr. Potx, with respect to the first paragraph of Section 5, inquired 
whether the recognition of the Governments of Latvia, Esthonia and 
Lithuania was implied. 

M. BerruHevor said that it was not, that it was only a question of 
dealing with these de facto governments. 

Mr. Potx observed that he had asked the question because the 
United States had not yet recognized these Governments. 

Sir Eyre Crows, with respect to the last paragraph of Section 6, 
inquired whether it was contemplated that the President of this Com- 
mission would surely be the representative of the Allied and Associated 
Powers at Petrograd. 

M. Brrruetor said that this was not exactly the meaning: what was 
meant was that the President of this Commission might eventually 
be designated by the Conference as representative in Petrograd of the 
Allied and Associated Powers. 

M. Trrronz thought it would be better to provide that this Com- 
mission might eventually represent the Allied and Associated Powers 
at Petrograd, rather than that the President thereof should be such 
representative. 

Mr. Poux wished to raise the point whether there was not great 
danger of this Commission doing much more than it had been meant 
to do. The primary intention was to constitute a commission which 
should see to it that the Germans were driven out of the Baltic 
Provinces. Under the instructions now presented the Commission 
was apt to engage the Allied and Associated Powers in a large number 
of delicate questions. 

M. Brrtueror replied that it was difficult to separate the questions. 
The Germans were in those regions in all conditions and guises and 
for that reason it was necessary to provide for a great number of con- 
tingencies and to enable the Commission to treat with all the local 
authorities. It had been attempted to formulate a clear and continu- 
ous policy with respect to the Baltic Provinces; this was a thing which 
heretofore had been lacking and had frequently been a cause of 
reproach. 

Mr. Pork agreed that a clear and continuous policy was certainly 
necessary, but queried whether this was the time to begin to formulate 
one. He found this difficulty: if this Commission was to extend its 
activities beyond driving the Germans out of the Baltic Provinces he 
would have to refer the matter to his Government, inasmuch as many 
questions would be involved which he had always maintained must be 
settled directly by the Government of the United States and not here 
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in Paris by the Council. Especially with reference to Russian ques- 
tions had he always maintained this point of view. 

Sir Eyre Crowe agreed with Mr. Polk. He added that the Allies 
had had a representative in these regions, namely General Gough. 
He felt that this present Commission was being vested with powers 
which were formerly held by General Gough. It was a new question 
for him and he would have to refer the matter to his Government. 

M. Berruexor had not thought that this was a new question to the 
British Delegation because General March, who had succeeded General 
Gough, had told the French Military Representative at Riga that he 
understood that his mission was being terminated on account of 
the organization of the present Commission. 

Sir Eyre Crowr remarked that his Government had appointed 
General Hicking with detailed instructions. 

M. Berruetor thought that this was a different matter, inasmuch 
as General Hicking’s purely British mission was only to operate in 
case of the eventual taking of Petrograd. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that however that might be, he felt that the 
scope of this Commission was being unduly extended. He did not 
wish to be in the position of supporting a Commission whose powers 
might conflict with the instructions already given to General Hick- 
ing’s mission. 

M. Trrront said that to his mind the only way of settling the con- 
ditions of anarchy existing in these regions was to send a Commission 
with powers substantially similar to those embodied in the draft 
instructions. He was in favor of sending this Commission now. 

M. BertHeror pointed out that inasmuch as no troops were assigned 
to this Commission it must be given other means of making its deci- 
sions and authority respected. Unless it clearly represented the 
Council it would only obtain vague promises at Berlin, and on the 
spot it would, as had happened before, merely be laughed at by the 
Germans. 

M. Cremenceav hoped that the American and British representa- 
tives would consult their Governments as soon as possible. 

Mr. Poxx replied that he would of course do so, but he thought he 
should point out that he did not believe that his Government would 
be disposed to have a military Commission handle matters of this 
kind, which were, rather, diplomatic in their scope and nature. 

M. Cremenceav said that in such a delicate question all Govern- 
ments should take their share of the responsibility. If this Commis- 
sion did not have a very great moral authority it would be able to 
accomplish nothing. It was also very necessary not to engage in any 
undertaking of this kind with such inadequate means, or under such 
conditions, that it could not be carried to a successful conclusion. 
He was in favor of granting to this Commission powers substantially 
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as laid down in the draft instructions. But, at any rate, even if some 
modifications were to be made, the instructions finally given to 
General Niessel must be absolutely clear. 

Mr. Pox agreed that the instructions to the Commission should be 
absolutely clear and added that in Russian and Baltic Provinces 
questions the Allied and Associated Powers had heretofore not been 
in sufficient agreement and had hesitated unduly. For instance, it 
would be very advantageous to settle at once, if possible, the questions 
of the recognition of Admiral Kolchak’s government and of the 
provisional governments of the Baltic Provinces. He wished again, 
however, to reiterate that he did not feel that these questions should 
be raised in connection with the instructions to this present Com- 
mission. 

M. BerrHetor pointed out that the draft instructions did not in- 
volve recognition. He again recalled that the Council had already 
sent various ultimata in vain. If this Mission were despatched with 
no other power than to order the Germans to evacuate the Baltic 
Provinces failure was bound to result. Another alternative was pre- 
sented : the Germans could be told that if they did not evacuate, the 
Allied and Associated Powers would refuse to ratify the Treaty, but 
this was entirely a different question. 

Mr. Potx agreed but felt that there was some confusion as to the 
matters being discussed. The Germans asked that a Commission 
should be sent to the Baltic Provinces to assist in the evacuation of 
their troops, and this had been accepted. He agreed entirely that 
the Commission should have ample power, but he did not see that 
that had any connection with giving instructions as to what would 
happen after the capture of Petrograd. It might be advisable to 
contemplate such a contingency but he doubted if his Government 
would consent to the matter being handled by the sending of this 
Commission. 

M. Berruetor pointed out that Bermondt? had announced that he 
intended to enter Petrograd at the same time as General Yudenitch; 
it was for this reason that he had first wished to occupy Riga. More- 
over, Bermondt had certain relations with elements of Yudenitch’s 
army. Therefore it was difficult to separate these questions. Even 
if there were to be modifications with respect to details he hoped 
that the main principle could be agreed upon. 

M. Ciemenceav suggested that the Delegations should consult with 
their Governments at once. 

Mr. Poxx thought that perhaps after studying the draft instruc- 
tions it might not be necessary for him to consult his Government 


* Colonel Prince Avaloy-Bermondt, commander of the Russian Western Army 
of Volunteers. 


THE COUNCIL OF HEADS OF DHLEGATIONS 791 


on certain points, but he doubted whether points such as the rela- 
tions to be established with Esthonia could be settled in this manner. 

GrnERAL WeycGaNnp called the attention of the Council to a tele- 
gram received from General Dupont desiring that the Commission 
be sent as soon as possible, for two reasons: first, the question was 
raised as to whether the evacuation should take place via the ports 
of Memel and Kénigsberg, and this necessarily involved many com- 
plicated questions of detail which could only be settled on the spot: 
secondly, Noske * had made it known that if the blockade continued 
until the completion of evacuation the supply of iron ore for the 
Silesian mines would be cut off and some 200,000 men would be 
thrown out of work. The conclusion necessarily was that this Com- 
mission should be sent at the very earliest moment possible. (At 
this point the Military Representatives on this Commission re-entered 
the room.) 

M. Curmenceav asked if the Military representatives were unani- 
mous in their conclusions? 

GrneERAL Niesset said that two or three points still remained to 
be cleared up. It was proposed to add to Section 8, paragraph C. 
the following clause: “The German Government will give to the 
Commission and its Agents complete authorization to circulate in all 
the territory occupied by German troops”. (This was agreed to.) 

Genera Niesset desired to add to the first paragraph of Section 4 
the following clause: “German diplomatic and civil officials shall 
leave the Baltic Provinces at the same time as the troops”. 

Sir Eyre Crowe inquired whether there was any basis of right for 
this action. He maintained that under the terms of the Armistice 
there existed a perfect right to compel the evacuation of the troops 
but he doubted whether there were any legal grounds for compelling 
the withdrawal of diplomatic and civil officials. 

GENERAL Nizssex said that this additional clause was suggested by 
reason of the request of the British Representative at Riga, who felt 
that these diplomatic and civil officials should be compelled to leave at 
once. 

M. Trrronr pointed out that this was equivalent to forbidding Ger- 
many to have any diplomatic relations with the de facto governments 
of the Baltic Provinces and he inquired whether the Council wished 
to go that far. 

Sir Eyre Crows explained that the British Representative at Riga 
had made the request in question on account of the excessive number of 
German diplomatic and civil officials now in those regions. However, 
that might be, the question remained whether there were any legal 
grounds for this action and he wished to ask what would happen if 


® Gustav Noske, German Minister of Defense. 
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the Germans would simply refuse to recognize the right to demand 
the withdrawal of these diplomatic and civil officials. 

Marsuat Foc suggested that to the clause proposed by General 
Niessel there be added the following words: “with the exception of 
those recognized by the de facto governments of Esthonia, Latvia and 
Lithuania”. (This was agreed to.) 

Generav Niessex also desired to add the following clause at the end 
of Section 9: “The Allied Navies will supply the Commission with 
all transportation necessary and will ensure transmission of the Com- 
mission’s telegrams”. 

Sm Eyre Crowe felt that he would have to refer this to the 
British Naval Advisers. As a general observation he inquired 
whether an agreement could not be reached on military matters leav- 
ing the political questions for further consideration. 

GeENERAL Nirsset explained that unless adequate naval transporta- 
tion were assured the Commission could not reach the necessary lo- 
calities nor function properly. If the Commission had to travel 
through regions in revolt it would surely fail at the very outset. 

Sir Eyre Crows inquired if this transportation in any wise referred 
to troop transportation. 

GENERAL Niessex explained that it did not. 

(It was agreed to accept the clause proposed by General Niessel to 
be added to Section 9.) 

Generat Niesset commenting upon Section 10 of the draft instruc- 
tions, thought it should be made clear that the Commission was to be 
superior to all military missions in the regions in question, including 
a British military mission under Colonel Tallents. 

Sim Eyre Crowe pointed out that Colonel Tallents, a retired Colonel, 
represented the civil power; it would obviously be impossible to sub- 
ordinate a civil mission to a military mission. 

Generau Nriessex observed that he did not desire such subordination 
if the scope of Colonel Tallents’ mission was clearly indicated. 

Sm Eyre Crowe pointed out that this mission was accredited to 
the de facto government of Lithuania and was a diplomatic mission. 

GENERAL NiesseExL said that this was satisfactory to him and that 
he therefore would not suggest adding anything to Section 10. 

Sm Eyre Crowe, referring to the same Section 10, inquired where 
General Niessel intended to establish his headquarters. 

GENERAL Niessen explained that he could not determine that point. 
until he reached Berlin. His headquarters would have to be estab- 
lished at the spot where he could obtain the best local assistance 
against the Germans. 

Sir Eyre Crowe observed that the provision as to the location of 
headquarters was so indefinite that he feared that it might possibly 
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be situated at Dantzig, which of course, would lead to fatal 
complications. 

GENERAL Niessen replied that there was no danger of that. He 
wished to know what provision had been made relative to money to be 
furnished the Commission. 

M. Ciemenceau remarked that the Council would settle that 
question. 

GENERAL Nrsssex said that the Commission would need some money 
immediately. For instance part of its duty was to bring about the 
dissolution of Bermondt’s Germano-Russian Corps. If it succeeded 
in this it doubtless would have to incur large expenditures by way of 
payments relative to present members of that corps. If the de facto 
governments of the Baltic Provinces should be asked to incur extra ex- 
penditures on this account it was important that they should be 
assured of reimbursement by the Allied and Associated Powers. 

Mr. Pox thought that this matter could be discussed later. 

M. CLemMENncgEAU agreed. 

GENERAL Niessext pointed out that Bermondt had close relations 
with the Germans, and at the same time was corresponding with 
Yudenitch. He wished to know whether he should utterly refuse to 
deal with Bermondt, or whether he should act towards him in such a 
manner that it might later be possible to make use of him. 

M. Trrronr thought that the Commission should be authorized 
to use its entire discretion. 

GENERAL Niessen then brought up the question of the supply of 
war matériel. He pointed out that it was most essential for the 
organization of any strong local force in the Baltic Provinces to 
have an ample and regular supply of matériel. The lack thereof 
had already proved most embarrassing to General Gough, and he 
felt that he could not succeed any better unless he were assured of 
adequate supplies. 

Mr. Potx wished again to revert to the difficulty he had formerly 
felt. It might perhaps be advisable to broaden the powers of the 
Commission, but it had not been contemplated that a mission with 
the powers now contained in the draft instructions should be or- 
ganized; for instance, powers to deal with questions of supplies, 
representation in the future, etc. 

GENERAL NigssEL again pointed out that the Germans could under- 
stand nothing but force, and the only available forces were the local 
ones in the Baltic Provinces. If these forces were properly armed 
and equipped the Germans, if necessary, could be thrown out of the 
Baltic Provinces by force. 

Mr. Pork observed that what he had in mind in his preceding re- 
marks was the relations with Bermondt which had been discussed. 
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M. Ciemenceav thought this question should be reserved for future 
discussion. 

Grnerat Niessen observed that a most important point was the 
attitude to be taken with respect to the German Government. He 
wished to know the Supreme Council’s views with respect to the 
attitude to be taken if the evacuation were not properly carried out. 

M. Cuemenceav said that General Niessel should always insist with 
the utmost firmness on the proper execution of the measures for evacu- 
ation, but that he should avoid going into any further detail. He 
suggested that the proposals relative to military action contained in the 
draft instructions be adopted and that the discussion of all political 
questions involved in the said draft instructions should be adjourned 
until such time as the various delegations could refer these questions 
to their respective Governments and receive answers which could be 
agreed upon. The instructions could then be sent on to the Commis- 
sion. 

Generrat Nirssex remarked that the Commission could not leave . 
before the end of the week. 

Sir Eyre Crowe observed that possibly the Commission could then 
get its instructions before it left. 

(It was agreed to accept M. Clemenceau’s suggestion.) 

(It was decided : 


to adopt the following Sections of the Draft instructions to the 
Interallied Commission charged with the examination of the evacua- 
tion of the Baltic Provinces,—Sections I to IV inclusive, Section IX, 
and Section X, with the following corrections: 


(1) at the end of Section III, paragraph C, the following words 
should be added: “The German Government will give to the Commis- 
sion and its Agents complete authorization to circulate in all the terri- 
tory occupied by German troops.” 

(2) at the end of the first paragraph, Section IV, the followin 
words should be added: “German diplomatic and civil officials shal 
leave the Baltic Provinces at the same time as the troops, with the 
exception of those recognized by the de facto governments of Esthonia, 
Latvia and Lithuania.” 

(3) at the end of Section IX the following words should be added: 
“The Allied Navies will supply the Commission with all transporta- 
tion necessary and will assure the transmission of the Commission’s 
telegrams.” 


It was further decided: 


that the Commission should leave as soon as possible and perform the 
duties entrusted to it without awaiting the instructions as to political 
questions which would be forwarded to the Commission after discus- 
sion and decision thereupon by the Council at a future date.) 


(The Meeting then adjourned.) 
Hore pe Criixon, Parts, October 28, 1919. 
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Appendix A to HD-77 


COM MANDER-IN-CHIEF OF 
THE ALLIED ARMIES 
GENERAL STAFF 
18T SECTION 


No. 4960 G. H. Q. October 15, 1919. 
From: Marshal Foch 
To: President of the Peace Conference. 


The state of war with Germany will cease upon the entry into force 
of the Treaty of June 28, 1919. 

The occupation troops have been reduced to definite proportions 
and their command is assured in conformity with the decisions of 
the Peace Conference. Under these conditions the command of the 
armies, which was confided in me through the confidence of the Allied 
and Associated Governments, is no longer necessary. 

Consequently, I have the honor to request that you kindly solicit 
the French, American, British and Italian Governments that I be 
relieved of the duties attributed to me during the conferences of 
Doullens, Beauvais and Abbeville under date of March 26, April 3, 
and May 2, 1918. 

F. Focu 


P. S. Lenclose herewith a note concerning the constitution of an in- 
terallied organ which appears to me necessary to insure the execution 
of the treaty, and the solution of the interallied military questions 
yet pending. 

F, F. 


(Enclosure) 


Note 


The military execution of a Treaty signed by the Allied and Asso- 
ciated Governments can only be carried out, and satisfactorily ter- 
minated, by the constitution of an Interallied Military organ operating 
under a single head, in the interest of these Governments. 

This organ should have: 


—supreme command of the Control Commissions, entrusted with 
insuring the execution of the military clauses of the Peace Treaties 
with Germany, Austria, Bulgaria and Turkey. 

—supreme command of the Allied occupation forces established in 
the Rhineland and in the plebiscite zones. 

—the settlement of questions of a military order which might re- 
sult from any unsatisfactorily regulated European situation, in par- 


ticular concerning the military aid to be supplied to the armies 
struggling for order. 


This organ should be constituted in the general form of the Execu- 
tive Committee, created at Versailles in February 1918 for the coor- 
510124—46—-VOL. VIII 51 
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dination of military operations, which would include the assembly 
of the military representatives of the Superior War Council under the 
Presidency of General Foch. 
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Telegram From Sir E. Grey to Lord Curzon, Washington, 25 October 
1919 


Over 30 states have announced their intention of being represented 
at the International Labour Conference, which has been convened by 
the United States Government under the Treaty of Peace and opens 
on Wednesday next, October 29th. Their delegates are now arriving 
at Washington. The Conference, however, has no status until the 
Treaty of Peace has become operative and delay may necessitate an 
adjournment. This will cause great inconvenience and have an unfor- 
tunate effect on the labour situation in many countries. Can you en- 
sure that the Supreme Council at Paris, which, it is understood, is 
now considering the date of the formal exchange of ratifications on 
which the coming into force of the Treaty depends will bear in mind 
the great importance for the Labour Conference of bringing it into 
force at the earliest possible date? I am sending this telegram after 
consultation with Barnes, and Delevingne, who attach great im- 
portance to it and it is obvious that a most embarrassing situation 
must arise for the delegates here unless by the exchange of ratifica- 
tions at Paris the Labour Conference is regularised by Wednesday 
next, October 29th. 


Telegram From Lord Curzon to Sir E. Crowe, October 25, 1919 


Please bring the matter immediately to the notice of the Supreme 
Council and urge that everything possible may be done to ensure that 
the Conference shall be able to begin at the earliest possible moment 
although we fear, in view of your reports that it will be impossible to 
fix the date of ratification before November 11th. 


Appendix C to HD-77 
Draft 
Instructions for General Niessel 


I—DEcIsIon or THE SUPREME CounciL 


The persistent violation, on the part of the German Government 
and the German Generals operating in the Baltic Provinces, of the 
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prescriptions of Article 12 of the Armistice of November 11, 1918 
(confirmed by Article 433 of the Peace Treaty of June 28, 1919 with 
Germany) has caused numerous protests from the Supreme Council, 
and a resolution under date of October 10th * deciding upon the con- 
stitution of an Inter-Allied Commission to supervise the evacuation 
of the Baltic Provinces by German troops. 


29—CoMPOSITION OF THE INTER-ALLIED COMMISSION 


General Niessel is selected to exercise the Presidency of this Com- 
mission, which shall comprise the following members: 


British Representative : General.) i spies Sad 
American a Brigadier General S. A. Chenay 
Italian Brigadier General Marietti 
Japanese e Major G. Takeda, Infantry. 


3—EVACUATION SUPERVISION 


The German Government alone is held responsible for the execution 
of the evacuation. 

The Inter-Allied Commission is authorized to exercise, with full 
liberty of action, wherever it may judge necessary, control of the execu- 
tion of the evacuation measures ordered by the German Government. 

To this end, the Commission: 

a) shall acquire full knowledge, through the German Government at 
Berlin, of the measures taken by Germany with a view to establishing 
the conditions of the evacuation. 

6) shall receive communication of the instructions, given by the 
German Command of the Baltic regions, concerning the application 
of these measures. 

c) shall, should it judge necessary after a local examination of the 
situation, address any proposal to the German Government of ‘a 
nature to facilitate, insure and hasten the execution of the evacuation. 


4—Conprtrions GOVERNING THE EVACUATION 


The execution of the provisions of Article 12 of the Armistice, im- 
plies not only the retreat of the constituent German unities now lo- 
cated in the Baltic provinces with their staffs and full service, but 
also the recall of all German military who, after demobilization, in- 
dividually or in groups, entered the service of the Russian corps 
organized in the said provinces. 

The supervision shall cover, not only the execution of the evac- 
uation movements, but as well the verification of the material accom- 





4HD-67, minute 4, p. 536. 
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panying the German troops, in order to prevent the removal of any 
material or supplies that does not belong to these troops. 


5—Revations Witn tHe Loca, GoveRNMENTS 


The Commission shall establish a liaison with the de facto 
governments in Latvia, Esthonia and Lithuania, which have been 
recognized as such by the Allied Governments, and with whom they 
entertain unofficial relations. 

The Commission shall see that the authority and prerogatives of 
these Governments are respected by the German or Germano-Russian 
troops and shall stop all interference of these troops in the internal 
affairs of the said states. 

The Commission shall attempt to develop relations of military soli- 
darity between the Esthonian, Lettish and Lithuanian Governments 
with a view to a union of effort, in the struggle which they have 
undertaken, to liberate their countries of German occupation, and in 
their common defense against the Bolshevists. 

The Commission shall take, in concert with these Governments, 
all measures necessary for the maintenance of order in the evacuated 
territories proportionate with the retreat of the German troops, and 
the dissolution of the Germano-Russian troops. 


6—Reiations WirH tHe GOVERNMENTS AND THE Russian ARMIES 
OPERATING IN THE BALTIC PROVINCES 


a)—Russian Government. 

The Inter-Allied Commission is not to assert itself, as for or against 
the Russian Government, called Northwest, presided over by Mr. 
Lianosof, concerning which the Government of Admiral Koltchak 
has made no definite decision, and which has not yet been recognized 
by the Allied and Associated Powers, even as a local, or de facto, 
Government. 

The Commission shall refuse to recognize the doubtful, Pseudo- 
Russian Government, recently created at Mitau by Count Phalen, 
with the assistance of important German bankers and Russian re- 
actionaries, 

6)—Russian armies, 

The Inter-Allied Commission will make every effort to bring about 
the dissolution of the Bermondt Germano-Russian corps which, with 
German assistance, is attacking the Lettish troops under pretext of 
contributing to the defeat of the Bolshevists. 

The Commission shall keep in constant contact with the Russian 
army, commanded by General Youdenitch, operating against the 
Bolshevists with a view to delivering Petrograd from their tyrannical 


THE COUNCIL OF HEADS OF DELEGATIONS 799 


anarchy. The Commission shall serve as an intermediary between 
the Russian General and the Allied and Associated Powers. 

In the event that the Russian Capital be occupied, the President 
of the Commission shall be authorized to eventually represent the 
Allied and Associated Powers therein, to insure the protection of 
their interests, and prevent the execution of massacres or reprisals. 


7—Rewations WiTH FINLAND 


The Inter-Allied Commission shall keep in constant contact with 
the Allied Military missions located in Finland. It will inform the 
Supreme Council concerning the negotiations which might be estab- 
lished between the Russian and the Balkan [Baltic?] provinces, and 
the Finnish Government, and would eventually communicate the 
views of the Allied and Associated Powers to them. 


8—Re.atTions WitH PoLAaNpD 


The Commission shall keep in constant contact with the Allied 
Military Missions operating with the Polish Government. It will 
make every effort to insure an understanding between the Lithuanians 
and the Poles concerning the decisions of the Conference, and shall 
inform the Supreme Council to that effect. 


9—AcTION OF THE ALLIED Navy IN THE BALTIC 


The Commission shall establish relations with the Interallied Mari- 
time Command in the Baltic, which shall furnish information relative 
to the naval operations undertaken, either to support the liberation 
of Petrograd, or to block the provisioning of the Bolshevists by sea, in 
conformity with the decisions of the Conference. The Commission 
will serve as an intermediary between the Supreme Council and the 
Allied Navy. 


10—Powers or THE COMMISSION 


In order to accomplish its mission, the Allied Commission shall 
have at its disposal the personnel of the British and French Allied 
Missions now operating in Esthonia, Latvia and Lithuania with a view 
to prevent any isolated initiative or divergence of action. 

The Commission may appeal to the personnel of the French Mili- 
tary Mission in Poland, if need be, and in accord with General 
Henrys. 

The Commission, in accord with the Baltic Governments at Reval, 
Riga and Kowno, shall be assured of the cooperation of the local 
authorities if such assistance is deemed necessary. 
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The General, President of the Commission, shall determine the 
location of his headquarters in the Baltic provinces. He shall have 
free use of the telegraphic and radio-telegraphic lines and stations 
for his communications. 


11—GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS 


The primordial and essential purpose of the Commission is based 
on the necessity of liberating the Baltic States of all German occu- 
pation and enterprise of every kind, and keeping in mind the fact 
that Germany alternatively aids the Soviet authorities and the auto- 
cratic Russian organizations, as she has repeatedly done since the 
commencement of the Russian revolution. 

The Commission will also make every effort to preserve the Baltic 
province from tyranny and Maximilian (Maximalistest) [Maai- 
malists| anarchy. 

The Allied and Associated Governments desire to favor the legiti- 
mate aspirations of the populations of Esthonia, Lithuania and Lat- 
via who wish to definitely organize their internal life on stable basis. 

Although the Allied and Associated Governments are opposed to 
the dismemberment of Russia, and favorable to a reconstitution of its 
unity they deem it equitable to insure the interior independence, ac- 
quired at the price of great sacrifice, of the Baltic countries, and 
essential to the free development of their individual personality. The 
declaration made by the Allies to Admiral Koltchak on May 27, 19193 
provided for, on one hand, the autonomy of the Baltic States and the 
free rer cigion of the Geeerumeat and, on the other, the guarantees 
due to Russia concerning her access to Fe sea and the liberty of her 
economic exchange. 

It will be within the province of the League of Nations to intervene 
for the definite establishment of relations in the Baltic States and of 
the future Government of Russia, if a direct agreement is not con- 
summated. 


5 Appendix I to CF-87, vol. v1, p. 73. 


Paris Peace Conf. 180.03501/78 


Notes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers Held in M. Pichon’s Room, Quai d’Orsay, Paris, on 
Wednesday, October 29, 1919, at 10:30 a. m. 


HD-78 


PRESENT 
AMERICA, 
UNITED STATES OF BRITISH E/MPIRB FRANCE 
Hon. F. L. Polk Sir Hyre Crowe M. Clemenceau 
M. Pichon 
Secretary Secretary Secretaries 


M. Berthelot 
M. de St. Quentin 


Mr. L. Harrison Mr. H. Norman 


ITALY JAPAN 
M. Scialoja M. Matsui 
Secretary Secretary 
M. Barone Russo M. Kawai 


Joint Secretariat 


America, UNitep States oF .... Capt. B. Winthrop 


BrITISH EMPIRE... 5....02055- Capt. G. Lothian Small 
TRANS Cree oe ot a teuicegy oan souls) 10 M. Massigli 
LIPATELAGE sl eeie coe teNis Eeuet ete. 0s mL olen M. Zanchi 


Interpreter—M. Mantoux 


The following were also present for items in which they were concerned: 


AMERICA, UNITED STATES OF 


General Tasker H. Bliss 
Mr. E. L. Dresel 
Colonel J. A. Logan 

Mr. A. W. Dulles 


BRitIsH EMPIRE 

General Groves 

Air Commander Smith 
Captain Fuller 

Lieut. Commander Dunne 
Lieut. Colonel Kisch 


FRANCE 


Marshal Foch 
General Weygand 
M. Henry Berenger 
M. Laroche 
Commandant Levayasseur 
M. de Celle 
Capitaine de Corvette Fabre 
M. Kammerer 
Capitaine Roper 
General Niessel 
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ITALY 


M. Stranieri 
Lieut. Col. Piccio 
Capt. de Corvette Ruspoli 


JAPAN 
M. Shigemitsu 
1. (The Council had before it a report from the Marshal, Com- 
mander-in-Chief of the Allied Armies dated October 23, 1919 (See 
Appendix “A”), a note in three parts from the British 


Violations by Delegation dated October 28, 24 and 25, 19191 (See 
the Germans of ae 
pec Appendix “B”) and a letter from the Minister of 


Finance to the Marshal, Commander-in-Chief of the 
Allied Armies (See Appendix “C”). 

GENERAL WeyGAND read and commented upon the report dealing 
with the violations of the clauses of the Armistice, the preparation 
of which had been entrusted to the Armistice Commission at 
Cologne. 

Caprain Funier read and commented upon the notes from the 
British Delegation dealing with violations of the Naval Clauses of 
the Armistice. 

M. pve CELLE read and commented upon the letter from the Minis- 
ter of Finance to the Marshal, Commander-in-Chief of the Allied 
Armies, and added thereto the following observations: 

The Germans were to have supplied a complete list of the plunder 
and thefts committed by them; there were numerous omissions in 
the lists supplied. It had been indicated clearly to the Germans 
that in matters of specie and personal property omission might 
occur only in exceptional cases and that they should be made known 
within twenty-four hours of their discovery. The despatch of a 
new truckload of property had just been made known to them. They 
had to acknowledge that the German delegates in Paris were ac- 
tually doing their best to give satisfaction. 

Similarly, the documents which Clause 13 of the Protocol of Spa, 
dated December 1st, 1918," had in mind, concerning notes issued by 
towns during the German occupation (list of printed notes, lists of 
notes whose issue had been authorized, list of notes actually issued, 
list of water-marked paper stocks, etc.,) had not so far been supplied, 
notwithstanding the formal promise made by Germany to send them 
before December 10th, 1918. Those lists were of extreme importance 
in order to discover and suppress possible forgery. 

Lastly, as for the recovery of objets d'art, if those that belonged 
to public museums had been restored this was not the case with 
objets @art or furniture taken from private houses. The Germans 


* Only two parts, dated October 23 and 25, appear in the Department files. 
* Martens, Nouveau recueil général de traités, 3 sér., tome x1, p. 185. 
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professed that there had been no official storage of these objects: they 
knew, however, that the experts who had superintended their col- 
lection had worked publicly and that furniture and pictures had been 
carefully packed for transport. It was impossible to admit, as the 
Germans pretended, that the vanished furniture had been used merely 
for furnishing posts of command or dugouts. ; 

M. Criemenceavu asked whether a member of the Council wished 
to make any remark. 

Str Eyre Crowe wished for the moment to leave aside the two 
most serious violations of the Armistice, namely, the question of the 
Baltic Provinces and the Scapa Flow incident, to which he intended 
to return. As for the other violations it was important to adhere to 
this: that obligations incurred by the terms of the Armistice be 
retained when the Treaty came into force. Guarantees to this effect 
were necessary. If their legal advisors were of the opinion that the 
stipulations of the Armistice would no longer subsist with the com- 
ing into force of the Peace Treaty, it was absolutely necessary to 
oblige the Germans to sign a special Protocol assuring to the Powers 
every possible guarantee corresponding to the guarantees of the 
Armistice. 

Mr. Pox agreed with Sir Eyre Crowe that the legal advisers should 
be consulted. 

M. Scrarosa found the difficulty to arise out of the fact that the 
conventions of the Armistice, while constituting a veritable treaty, 
had been imposed in military form. He thought there were grounds 
for preparing a Protocol enumerating all the obligations still to be 
fulfilled, but what sanctions would the Council still wield since the 
coming into force of the Treaty would deprive it of the sanctions 
which the Armistice afforded? It was necessary that the Protocol 
itself incorporate sanctions. 

Sir Eyre Crowe maintained that for the very reason adduced by 
M. Scialoja, he had drawn the distinction between the more important 
and the less important violations of the Armistice: was not such sanc- 
tion necessary for the less important violations? 

M. Cuemenceav thought that they did not wish to commit themselves 
to a perfectly futile manifestation ; a definite date had to be fixed. As 
a matter of form it would be well to say that unless the obligations 
undertaken were fulfilled they would have to demand sanctions which, 
as it seemed to him, ought to be of a military nature for in reality there 
were no others. Therefore, in the Protocol a list of all the so-called 
secondary violations of the Armistice had to be prepared. He thought 
it hardly possible to say to the Germans that they would not have the 
Treaty come into force until after the execution of those clauses: it 
would be sufficient to say that if the clauses were not fulfilled, sanctions 
of military nature would be imposed. The questions of Scapa Flow 
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and of the Baltic Provinces remained. In the former matter they had 
done nothing; on the latter they had decided upon a course of action 
the preceding day, Would it not be necessary to know what sanctions 
they would employ if the mission of General Niessel arrived at no 
success, | 

Mr. Potx asked whether it was intended to tell the Germans what 
sanctions would ultimately be applied. 

M. Cuemenceav said there certainly was no such intention. It would 
be sufficient to say that there would be some sanction: but of course 
the Germans would have to sign the Protocol before the Treaty would 
come into force. 

Mr. Potx remarked that the Protocol should be submitted first to 
the Council, which would then have to discuss the question of sanctions. 

M. CruemMencerav agreed. 

Mr. Potx inquired whether the Council had communicated to the 
Dutch Government the note? sent to Germany relative to the de- 
livery of ships she had sold to Holland. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that the Dutch Government had been in- 
formed of such a note having been sent and told that if it claimed 
property rights in the ships in question, it would have to justify its 
claims before the Council. 

Sir Eyre Crowe reverted to the violation of the Armistice com- 
mitted in the Scapa Flow incident. The Council had been apprised 
some time ago of a British proposal on the subject. The sinking of 
the ships could be considered either the individual act of the 
officers and crews, or an act for which the German government was 
responsible. The British Delegation believed that there were grounds 
for holding the government responsible. In the latter case repara- 
tion was due for the value of the sunken ships, cost of salvage of the 
ships, cost of surveying the anchorage, buoying the wrecks and any 
subsequent expenses incurred, e. g., in clearing the anchorage of 
wrecks, etc. It was proposed further that reparation should be in 
kind, for example in the surrender of the five light cruisers that Ger- 
many still possessed and of floating docks, cranes, harbor craft, ete.; 
that the Germans should be asked further to supply to the Armistice 
Commission a complete list of this material, delivery of which the 
Armistice Commission would be authorized to accept. 

M. Cremenceau said that they were agreed in considering the Ger- 
man Government responsible. 

Mr. Pox stated that he did not yet have the report of his naval 
experts on the question and asked that it be adjourned. 

Str Eyre Crowr maintained that if they held the German Gov- 
ernment responsible, they could, as the British Delegation believed, 


* Appendix A to HD-70, p. 649. 


THE COUNCIL OF HEADS OF DELEGATIONS 805 


repatriate the German officers and seamen of the crews which had 
been taken prisoner on the destruction of the fleet. 

M. Ciemenceav proposed to discuss that question on the following 
day. 

Str Eyre Crowe wished to remark further that in the matter of the 
evacuation of the Baltic Provinces the terms of:the Armistice were 
repeated in the body of the Treaty. In that respect, therefore, they 
did have guarantees. 

It was decided: 


(1) to ask the Drafting Committee to prepare a Protocol to be 
signed by the Representative of the German government before the 
Treaty came into force and to contain, along with the list of the un- 
fulfilled clauses of the Armistice, an undertaking by Germany to 
fulfil those clauses within a prescribed time under penalty of such 
measures which the Allied and Associated Powers would reserve to 
themselves in the event of noncomphance; 

(2) that the question whether the non-evacuation of the Baltic 
Provinces and the Scapa Flow incident. were to be explicitly men- 
tioned in this Protocol be provisionally reserved. (See appendices 
“A”, “Bp” and “) t 


2. Genera Nigsset wished to point out to the Council that it would 
be difficult for his Mission to leave the Monday or Wednesday fol- 
lowing; his Italian colleague had not yet arrived and 


ee eo General Turner’s officers would not be in Paris before 
ee. | | Uae end OF Ute week. Lastly there would be difficul- 
ommission 


ties from the point of view of railroad transportation. 

M. Ciemenceav said that General Niessel would leave on Wednes- 
day at the latest. © 

M. Cremenceav thought that they might agree provisionally that 
the expenses of the Mission would be divided between the Allies. 
’M. Berrueror explained that for the moment it was only a ques- 
tion of the immediate expenses of maintenance and voyage. 

Mr. Porx said that it would be best that each Power supply the 
expenses of its own representatives. . 

It was decided : 

that, subject_to later examination of the question by the Supreme 


Council, each Power should pay the expenses of its representatives on 
the Inter-Allied Baltic Provinces Military Commission. 


3. (The Council had before it a note from the New States Commis- 


sion asking the Supreme Council for instructions (See appendix eT)? 


Hanan the M. Kammerzr read and commented upon the first 


Instructions ' 
Hoa the New part of the note. , 
ee M. Scrarosa thought it preferable to insert in the 
oe en Bulgarian Treaty a clause by which Serbia and Rou- 
propositions mania would incur the same obligations as those of 


article 46 of the Treaty with Greece. 
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M. Kammerer suggested that if, in the Treaty with Bulgaria, the 
same terms were inserted which had prevented Serbia from signing 
the Treaty with Austria, the Serb-Croat-Slovene State would not sign 
the Bulgarian Treaty; the result would correspond to the second pro- 
cedure suggested by the Commission. 

Mr. Potx wondered, whether, if they made it possible to sign the 
Bulgarian Treaty without inserting therein the same terms as in the 
Austrian Treaty, they might not leave it optional to certain powers to 
sign one Treaty and not the other. It was most important, he thought, 
to tell the Roumanians and the Serbs that if they did not sign the 
Austrian Treaty neither would they sign the Bulgarian Treaty. 

M. Kammerer agreed that the insertion of a new article might be 
possible; he thought, however, that it would be disagreeable to the 
states concerned for the Council to tell them that they could not sign 
the Bulgarian Treaty before signing the Austrian Treaty. 

Mr. Poxx did not see that they had to modify a treaty so as to satisfy 
a power that refused to sign. 

M. Picuon considered the second method preferable; they would 
inform the Roumanians and Serbs that they could not sign the Bul- 
garian Treaty unless they signed the Austrian Treaty. The Council 
would thus be in possession of a further means of bringing pressure to 
bear upon them. 

Sir Eyre Crowe considered that there should be on the agenda of 
an early sitting of the Council, the question of the signature of the 
Austrian Treaty by the Roumanians and Serbs. 

M. Picuon said Mr. Trumbic had arrived and that General Coanda 
had left Bucarest the previous day. According to a telegram he had 
received that morning, he thought the signature probable. 

Sir Eyre Crowe’s information did not give him the same impression. 
_ Mr. Potk was in a similar situation. He had the feeling that the 
Roumanians wished simply to gain time. 

M. Kammerer read and commented upon the second part of the 
report of the New States Commission. 

Sm Eyre Crowe asked what right Bulgaria had to set up as cham- 
pion of the Turkish cause. 

M. Kammerer explained that it was not Turks properly speaking, 
but Turkish subjects who had taken refuge in Bulgarian territory. 
The Italian Delegation was afraid that Serbia was preventing their 
exercising that right of option which the 1913 treaty * gave them, but 
which the outbreak of war had made impossible. There was no doubt 
that the insertion of special clauses in the Treaty would be unpleasant 
enough for Serbia. 


* Treaty of peace between Bulgaria and Turkey, September 16 (29), 1913, British 
and Foreign State Papers, vol. cv, p. 706. 
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Sir Eyre Crowe maintained that it was always dangerous to modify 
a treaty once it had been signed, and that the Allied and Associated 
Powers had already signed the Minorities Treaty. 

M. Kammerer explained that it was the Italian Delegation that 
insisted upon that solution. 

Str Eyre Crowe asked if there were any evidence to show the Turks 
intended returning into Serbian territory ? 

Mr. Pox explained that it was a question of Macedonian refugees. 

M. Picnon asked whether, instead of changing the text of the 
Treaty, a procedure which as Sir Eyre Crowe had pointed out, pre- 
sented serious disadvantages, they could not demand of Serbia written 
declarations on the point? 

M. Kamnerer was of the opinion that Serbia would prefer that 
solution. 

M. Scrarosa pointed out that in the Bulgarian Treaty a clause could 
be inserted analogous to that in which Greece was placed by Article 
IV of the proposed Greek Treaty.* 

M. Kasmerer said that the Commission had judged that this in- 
volved difficulties and that there was no point in concealing the fact 
that the insertion of a clause of such nature in the Bulgarian Treaty 
would be extremely disagreeable to the Serbs. 

M. Scrarosa maintained that Serbia would have to restore to its 
refugees the right of option which the outbreak of war had prevented 
them from exercising in the prescribed time. 

M. Picnon believed that Serbia should make the declaration in a 
letter. 

(It was decided : 

(1) that the Principal Allied and Associated Powers should make 
known to the Roumanian and Serb-Croat-Slovene Delegations that 
these latter countries would not be allowed to sign the Treaty with 
Bulgaria before having signed the Treaty with Austria and the Minor- 
ities Treaty; 

(2) that the Serb-Croat-Slovene Government be asked to make 
known by written declaration that it would authorize its Ottoman sub- 
jects who, owing to the war, had not been able to avail themselves in 
the prescribed time of the right of option envisaged by the Treaty of 
1913, to take advantage of that right. (See Appendix €7)")7) 

4, (The Council had before it a note from the British Delegation 
dated October 27th (See Appendix “E”).) 
rn (After a short discussion 
Instructions It was decided: 


From the 

fite Inter Allied to refer to the military representatives at Versailles, 

apn or ag for examination and report, the request for instruc- 

cane tions addressed to the Supreme Council by the Chair- 
% man of the Inter-Allied Aeronautical Commission of 


Control in Germany. (See Appendix “E”.) 
* Appendix F to HD-82, p. 922. 


808 THE PARIS PEACE CONFERENCE, 1919, VOLUME VIII 


5. (The Council had before it a draft note to the German Govern- 
ment, prepared by the Polish Commission (See Appendix “F”’).) 


(It was decided: 
Note to th ; ; j 
Geraaat to approve the draft note to the German Govern- 
the Manieigal ment on the question of municipal elections in Upper 
the Mapici oe : ‘amnalil ] 
peer Silecia Silesia as prepared by the Polish Commission. » ( 


Appendix “F”’).) 


6. (The Council had before it a note from the British Delegation 
dated October 27th (See Appendix “G”).) 
M. Prcuon considered it logical to adopt the pro- 


japeecln posal, which conformed to previous decisions of the 
i ltoweur for eo 9 2 | 
the ministra- 

tor of Dantzig Supreme Council. 

Shite ik Mr. Potx asked who would fix the salaries. 

pe auarreuye M. Picuon said it would be a matter for deciding 
Staff of Memel ) 


as in analogous cases. 
(It was decided: 


(1) that the salaries and allowances of the temporary Administrator 
of the Free City of Dantzig and his staff, and of the Administrative 
sa of Memel should be a charge upon local revenues (See Appendix 
6 ) E : 

(2) that the rate of these salaries and allowances should be fixed 
by the Sub-Committee on the Execution of the Treaty with Germany.) 


7. (The Council had before it a report of the Commission entrusted 
with examining the question of the repatriation of German and Aus- 
trian prisoners from Siberia (See Appendix “H”).) 


nen of CapTAIN DE CorveTTE Fapre read and commented 
Contingents bs 

and Enemy upon the report of the Commission. 
SE From Mr. Poix thought that the order. of repatriation 


could be modified by financial considerations. As re- 
garded the Czechs, an agreement had been arrived at, which placed 
the immediate expenses of repatriation on Great Britain, the United 
States and France. No account had been taken so far of the Poles, 
the Roumanians and the Serbs. Perhaps the United States would be 
led to assume responsibility for this repatriation, In any case, he was 
obliged to remark that the financial rulings of the United States 
Treasury Department forbade his government from participating in 
expenses of a provisional nature that might be subject. to a later read- 
justment among the Powers; the United States could only make direct 
advances to the small nations concerned. 
M. Picuon held that the thing to do at the moment was for each 
Power to appoint a financial expert and a political representative 
to be attached to the Commission actually existing. 
Caprain pE Corverre Fasre remarked that the Commission was 
qualified to deal only with prisoners, It was therefore asking the 
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Council to decide whether it would be competent to deal likewise with 
the volunteers of friendly nationalities who ought to be repatriated. 
M. Kammerer insisted on the necessity of the Commission being 
empowered to deal with volunteers as well as prisoners. The two 
questions were bound together from the point of view both of trans- 
port and of finance. 

Sir Eyre Crowe did not think his Government inclined to par- 
ticipate in the expenses of repatriating 250,000 German and Austro- 
Hungarian prisoners; they had the repatriation of their Allies to 
consider. 

M. Bertueror held that distinction must be made between repatria- 
tion of their Allies and of prisoners belonging to one of the enemy 
powers: from the humane point of view these were alike; politically, 
there were raised questions of quite different kinds. The Council 
had already decided that the repatriation of enemy prisoners should 
wait until after that of Allied volunteers.© They were informed 
that the Germans had already been trying to conclude private con- 
tracts with Japanese ship owners. If they were to let Japanese 
shipping companies repatriate enemies who were ready to pay a very 
high price, the effect would be disastrous, and it was important that 
M. Matsui should draw the attention of his government to the 
question. 

M. Marsvr stated that his government had informed him that the 
statement that ships had been chartered on behalf of Germany was in- 
correct. The Japanese government had no ships at its disposal; and 
private ship owners had concluded agreements to charter ships for the 
purpose of repatriating Czechs. Once the Treaty came into force it 
would be for each government to get into direct touch with the ship 
owners. He had already acquainted Tokio with that decision of the 
Supreme Council, which had in mind giving priority to the repatria- 
tion of the Allies. 

M. Kammerer held that they could and, indeed, ought to leave to 
the Germans the care of arranging the repatriation of their prisoners. 
It was for the Commission only to make sure that that repatriation 
should not precede the repatriation of volunteers of friendly 
nationalities. 

Caprarn pe Corvette Fasre pointed out that it was exactly for that 
reason that the Commission had asked enlargement of its powers. It 
had been formed originally to organize the repatriation of German 
and Austrian prisoners of war, but had found itself confronted by a 
resolution of the Supreme Council which specified that the repatria- 
tion of those prisoners should not take place until after the repatria- 
tion of volunteers of friendly nationalities. So long as the repatriation 


® HD-62, minute 7, p. 411. 
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of those volunteers had not been begun, the Commission could not work 
to any purpose. 

Mr. Porx thought that the Commission could confine itself to ex- 
amining the repatriation of prisoners without taking any executive 
steps. 

Sir Eyre Crowe asked why the Commission should have to concern 
itself with German and Austrian prisoners of war at all. Article 215 
of the German Treaty envisaged the setting up of a special commission, 
for the repatriation of prisoners. This question was its peculiar con- 
cern, and he understood that it was forming a Sub-Commission to take 
care of this particular case. 

CapraIn DE Corverrre Fasre stated that the Commission referred 
to in article 215 had to deal exclusively with enemy prisoners taken 
by the Allied and Associated Powers; the repatriation of prisoners 
from Siberia taken by the Russians did not concern it. Indeed practi- 
cally all the prisoners in Siberia had been taken by the Russians, and 
it would be impossible to repatriate them without authorization of 
the Government of Omsk which might wish to retain them as hostages. 

M. Picuon acknowledged that they had no legal obligation towards 
enemy prisoners who had been retained in Siberia. 

It was decided: 

(1) that the Commission entrusted by the Supreme Council with 
studying the repatriation of German and Austrian prisoners from 
Siberia should examine at the same time the question of repatriating 
the volunteers of friendly nationalities; 

(2) that, in view of the consequent extension of their powers and 
because of the complexity of the problems raised by the question of 
repatriation, each of the Allied and Associated Powers should nomi- 
nate to the Commission representatives for political and financial 
questions. (See Appendix “H”.) 


(The meeting then adjourned.) 
Horex ve Critton, Paris, October 29, 1919. 
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Appendix A to HD-78 
Translation 


COMMANDER-IN-CHIEF 
OF THE 
ALLIED ARMIES 
GENERAL STAFF 
1ST SECTION 


5080 G. H. Q., October 23, 1919. 


From: Marshal Foch. 
To: President of the Council, President of the Peace Conference. 
(Secretariat General) 

In compliance with the prescriptions of a resolution of the Supreme 
Council, under date of October 20th,° I have the honor to enclose 
herewith the list of the Armistice clauses * which have not yet been 
executed by Germany. 

WEYGAND 
Major-General 


[Enclosure] 


ARMISTICE CONVENTION OF NOVEMBER 11° 
Delivery of Railroad Material 
Cuavse VII 


This clause imposed on Germany the delivery of 5,000 locomotives 
and 150,000 cars. 

At the present time there are still 42 locomotives and 4,460 cars to 
be received. 

But it cannot be said that at the present time the Germans have 
not executed or are not executing the obligations imposed on them. 
by that clause, as certain obligations necessitate delays concerning 
which the Germans advance explanations or excuses, and, further- 
more, certain delays are caused by the very nature of the operations 
and differences of interpretation arising from the narrowness with 
which the Germans wish to apply the Protocol. 


° HD-73, minute 8, p. 714. 

* Initial convention of November 11, 1919 [1918], renewal of conventions and 
protocols. [Footnote in the original.] 

* For text, see vol. 0, p. 1. 


§10124—46—VOL. vIIr 52 





812 THE PARIS PEACE CONFERENCE, 1919, VOLUME VIII 
ARMISTICE CONVENTION OF NOVEMBER 11 


Provisions Relative to the Eastern Frontiers of Germany 


(Ciauses XII anp XIV) 
Clause XIT: 


Clause XII stipulates that the German troops in territories which 
before the war formed part of Russia must withdraw to Germany 
at such time as the Allies judged proper, consistent with the interior 
situation of these territories. 

On June 18th the Supreme Council of the Allied and Associated: 
Powers ordered the German Government to evacuate Libau and 
Windau and to expedite the evacuation of all territories which, 
before the war, formed a part of the former Russian Empire. 

In view of the procrastinations of Germany, the Supreme Council 
successively renewed these injunctions on August Ist, Aug. 24th, 
September 27th,® and October 10th. 

In fact, the German Government continues to contend that it is 
powerless to enforce its orders on the troops in the Baltic. The 
orders for withdrawal supposed to have been given by the Govern- 
ment, were not executed. On the other hand, the local German Com- 
mand favored the transfer of a large part of it[s] effectives into the 
Germano-Russian corps constituted. under its protection. Rein- 


forcements in men and material assistance continued to arrive from 
Germany. 


Clause XIV. 


Furthermore, and in violation of Clause XIV, the German troops 
have continued to exercise abusive requisitions in the Baltic coun- 
tries; to paralyze the economic life and the organization efforts of . 
these countries, disarming their contingents, mixing in their internal 
affairs and even having recourse to abuse of authority (coup @état) 


by enforcing a government in Latvia, instrument to its cause (April 
1919). 


ARMISTICE CONVENTION OF NOVEMBER 11 
Financial Clauses 


Ciause XIX 


; Clause XIX provides, in particular, for “. . . the immediate de- 
livery of all documents, specie, values, (of property and finance with 


all issuing apparatus) concerning public or private interests in the 
invaded countries”, 


* Appendix H to HD-€2, p. 419. 
Appendices D and BE to HD-67. » Dp. 546 and 547. 
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It has been impossible to obtain complete statements of the specie 
and securities (bank values, property confiscated belonging to per- 
sons repatriated, removal of specie qualified as fines, bail funds, 
etc. . . .) removed, collected or confiscated by the Germans, whether 
in the invaded territories or in the prison camps. These lists are 
indispensable to the Restitution Service. 


The Beaux Arts Protocol of December 17, 1918 


The Beaux Arts Protocol of December 17, 1918, annexed to the 
Armistice Convention, enjoins Germany to restore all objects of art 
and documents of an artistic character removed from France and 
Belgium. 

The restoration of the objects of art abandoned by the Germans in 
France, in Belgium, or in the territories of the left bank of the Rhine, 
at the time of their retreat, was effected without difficulty. 

The restoration of the objects of art which had been transported into 
non-occupied Germany, on the contrary, is being operated with slow- 
ness on account of the difficulties of such operation, and also from lack 
of complacency [sic] on the part of the Germans, who surrender such 
cbjects reluctantly. . 

_ It cannot be said, however, that they are not executing this clause: 
its execution is being operated. 


CONVENTION OF JANUARY 16, 1919 © 
(2nd renewal of the Armistice) 
Cravse IIT 


Delivery by Germany of Agricultural I mplements to 
France and Belgium 


This clause imposed on Germany the delivery of agricultural im- 
plements in lieu of the supplementary railroad material imposed by 
virtue of the first Armistice renewal as a penalty for delay in 
‘delivery. 

The deficit of the material which Germany was to have delivered 
to France by October 1, 1919, is actually as follows: 


40 “Heucke” ploughing outfits. 
The personnel necessary to operate the apparatuses. 





10 Hor text, see vol. uy, p. 11. 
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All the tools which the German Government agreed to furnish be- 
fore October 1st, by virtue of additif 3 of the Protocol 392/T, of July 
25, 1919: 


1,500 Spades 
1,130 Plows T.M. 23/26 
1,765 Plows T.F. 18/21 
1,512 Plows T.F. 23/26 
1,629 Belgian Plows, T.F. 0m. 20 
1,205 Belgian Plows, T.F. 0 m. 26 
4,282 Harrows of 2 k. 500 
2,157 Cultivators, 11 teeth 

946 Steel Rollers 

966 Fertilizer Spreaders, 2 m. 50 
1,608 Fertilizer Spreaders, 3 m. 50. 


CONVENTION OF JANUARY 16, 1919 
(2nd Renewal of the Armistice) 


Ciavusse VI 


Restoration of the Industrial Material Removed From Belgian and 
French Territory 


It cannot be said that the Germans have not executed this clause; 
but the restoration of the industrial material is being carried out very 
slowly, due partially to the difficulties introduced by this operation 
and partially to the numerous discussions to which an interpretation 
of the text (the French word is “taxes”) of this clause gave rise and 
still gives rise between the Allied Commissions on one hand and 
Germany on the other. 


BRUSSELS CONFERENCES OF MARCH 13 AND 14 


ANNEX V/c 
List of Objects Which Germany Was Forbidden to Export 


The “Black list” of objects which Germany was forbidden to ex- 
port during the Armistice period was drawn up in the course of 
the Conferences held in Brussels on March 18 and 14, 1919. 

This black list was headed as follows: 

“War material of every nature, including the naval fleet” 

In violation of this provision, the Germans have exported aerial 
apparatus (whole airplanes, or detached parts) to neutral countries 
(Sweden, Holland and Denmark). 
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On. four occasions* the Supreme Council reminded the German 
Government “that it was forbidden to export aeronautical material 
.. . that all such material should be stored ... that the German 
Government would have to reimburse the Allies the value of all 
aeronautical material sold or exported since the Armistice.” 

The German Government has not complied with these decisions. 
It simply replied concerning them by the two notes hereto annexed in 
which reservations are cited concerning the interpretation of the 
ruling made by the Supreme Council and requests that the questions 
relative to aeronautic material be submitted to the Aerial Supervi- 
sion Commissions which are to operate in Germany upon the entry 
into force of the Peace Treaty. 

At the same time, the Government continued to authorize the 
exportation or at least the utilization of its aeronautical material. 
For example: on October 7th, that is to say, subsequent to the notifi- 
cation of the resolution of the Supreme Council forbidding the 
utilization of German aeronautical material and ordering .that it 
be stored, the German dirigible Bodensee commenced a regular 
dirigible service between Berlin and Stockholm, and on the same 
day German planes took part in the offensive against Riga. 


Wako No. 641 | DusseLporF, September 8, 1919. 
Telegram 


From: German Armistice Commission. 
To: Interallied Permanent Armistice Commission. : 
Representative of the German Government’s Note No. 8401 dated 
Sept. 8, 1919. 
I have the honor to reply as follows to your notes No. 1494/G, 
1525/G+ and 1622} of August 2 [, August 8,] *? and August Oith <4 
“The German Government has, relative to the matters referred to 
in the notes indicated, instituted the necessary investigations. The 
Government, however, remarks that, in principle, it cannot agree on 
all points with the interpretation of law as expressed in the notes indi- 
cated, and that an opportunity to engage in verbal pourparlers con- 





* Telegrams to the Permanent Armistice Commission on August 7, August 
26, September 30, and October 18th. [Footnote in the original.] 

1 FD-63, minute 2, p. 430. -_ 

+Addressed to Marshal Foch as a report. [Footnote in the original. ] 

{Transmission of Telegrams Nos. 3765 of August 7th and 4111 of August 27th 
[26th?]. [Footnote in the original.] 

2Mhig note (Paris Peace Conf. 185.001/121) transmitted the text of the pro- 
posals accepted by the Supreme Council on August 6, HD-25, minute 14, vol. vu, 

. 563. : 

a For text, see appendix C to HD-37, ibid., p. 823. 
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cerning the execution of Part V of the Peace Treaty will be presented 
in the near future with the Commissions of the Allied and Associated 
Powers which are daily expected in Berlin. The German Government 
deems it its duty to propose, for this reason, that the final settlement of 
the questions in suspense be reserved until after negotiations with 
these Commissions.” 

WACKENDORF 


I.P.A.C. 
9/9/19 
No. 2, 294 
Transmitted to Marshal Foch. , 
GeneRraL NoupANt 
President of theI.P. A.C. 
Assistant Chief of Staff of the I, P. A.C. 


Urgent Tel . 
rgent Telegram Dussetporr, Wako No. 3689.12.10. 


Note From the Representative of the German Government A. A, I. 
6061 roem, October 12, 1919 


Replying to your note of October 1st, No. 1764/G (1), I have the 
honor to communicate the following: 

1st—The point of view exposed, by the Supreme Council of the Allies 
in the note above indicated, is expressed as “final decision”. The Ger- 
man Government must oer against a like declaration expressed in 
this sense. It must be determined concerning the matters in question: 
whether, at this time, they are actual obligations imposed:on Germany 
by the Peace Treaty. It cannot be admitted, that on account of this, 
the Allied and Associated Powers have the exclusive right to adopt a 
final decision. 

2nd—As long as the Peace Treaty shall on have. been. ratified by 
the Allied and Associated Powers, and for this reason, cannot be con- 
sidered as in force, the formal obligations imposed on Germany. by 
the Treaty cannot be exacted. 

For this very reason, the point of view expressed by Marshal Foch 
in his note No. 4111 dated August 27 [26?], 1919, according to which 
all German war material in excess of that siseordled to Germany by this 
Treaty, is already the property of the Allies, cannot be admitted ; 
even after the entry into force of the Peace Treaty, a similar demand 
on the part of the Allied and Associated Powers, concerning -the 
delivery of war material which would be in excess, would become 
useless, if according to Article 169 of the Peace Treaty it is provided 
that such material be delivered to the Allied and Associated Powers 
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to be destroyed or rendered useless, this article would therefore mean 
that the employment. of such material for military ends should. be 
excluded without reservation. A like delivery of material to the 
Allied and Associated Governments is in no sense necessary to them 
for such service, and is in no wise justified by the text of the Con- 
vention. 

3rd—Furthermore, the point of view of the Allied and Associated 
Governments, according to which all aviation material in Germany 
must be considered as military material without exception, without 
even taking into consideration apparatus of certain type, could not be 
admitted. 
- Among the aviation material now in Germany there exist machines 
whose character leaves no doubt as to their civil construction, and 
which from this fact, are not included under the conventions of 
Article 198. That there exists, beyond doubt, such civil material has 
been already recognized by the verification of contracts concerning 
the civil aerial circulation which emanate from a civil firm in Ger- 
many. It is completely inconsistent to consider such aviation ma- 
terial as military material at this time. On the contrary, Germany 
may legally dispose, without hindrance, of such material, in so far as 
such material shall not be considered, after the entry into force of 
the Treaty, as material of aerial circulation by the rulings of the 
Supervision Commission. 

4th—The German Government, under every reservation and in 
consideration of its point of view herein exposed, and guided by this 
base is ready to commence at this time, and in so far as possible, the 
execution of the military provisions of the Treaty which it has rati- 
fied. It was upon this same basis that the German Government pro- 
poses, in its note A. A. I. 5401, under date of September 8 (2), to 
definitely settle the questions herein referred to, by means of pour- 
parlers with the Commission now sitting in Berlin. Up to the present 
time no discussions have taken place, but it seems desirable to reach a 
solution in this way. 


‘Appendix B to HD-78 


Memo Submitted to the Supreme Council by the British Delegation 
23 Ocroser 1919. 
ARMIsTICE CoNDITIONS OUTSTANDING 
German Mercantile Marine 
The following Armistice requirements in connection with the sur- 


render of the German Mercantile Marine have not yet been complied 
with by the German Government :— 
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1. 14 Tank Steamers, total tonnage 63,143 at Hamburg which had 

been temporarily exempted from the surrender which was agreed to 
in the Armistice terms, were directed, by the decision of the Supreme 
Council of the 27th September, to proceed to the Firth of Forth for 
delivery to the Allied and Associated Governments’ representatives. 
These vessels have been detained in Hamburg on the pretence of a 
sympathetic strike in that port and have not yet sailed. 
2. 5 steamers, total tonnage 62,456 lying at Bremerhaven, Geeste- 
mmiinde and Bremen have not been handed over to the Allied and As- 
sociated Powers, the German Government alleging that these 5 vessels 
were sold to Dutch Shipping Companies in 1915-16. On 15th Octo- 
ber, 1919,1° the Supreme Council ordered these vessels to be delivered, 
as the Allied and Associated Governments have consistently refused 
to recognize the validity of any transfers of enemy shipping to neu- 
tral flags during hostilities. The German Government has disre- 
garded the orders of the Supreme Council for the despatch of these 
5 vessels to the Firth of Forth. 

3. A certain number of merchant vessels which should have been 
delivered under the Terms of the Armistice to the Allied and Asso- 
ciated Powers have not yet been handed over. These vessels are 
dealt with in detail as follows: — 


(a) The German Government has alleged that the following ships 
have not been handed over owing to the difficulty of obtaining labour 
and materials for repairs or completion of construction :— 


Rugen J. L. Lassen 
Kaiser Rickmer Rickmers 
Kehrwider Ibbercury 
Columbus Ittajahy 

Tirpite Hermenthes 

Berlin Bosnia 

Wigbert Estland. 


Pungo (ex Moewe) 


@) A large number of sailing vessels in German Waters and also 
in Neutral Ports, mainly South American, are still undelivered. 

(c) A certain number of German steamers in Dutch East Indies 
and other Neutral Ports still remain to be delivered to the Allied and 
Associated Governments’ representatives in spite of repeated de- 
mands for their surrender. 


4. The Roamanian Tank Steamer Arthur Von Gwinner was ordered 
to be sent to the Firth of Forth but has not yet been despatched. 


“ HD-62, minute 1, p. 403. 
* HD-70, minute 1, and appendix A thereto, pp. 639 and 649. 
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5. S. S. Verus lying at Dordrecht, which is one of the vessels to be 
surrendered under the Armistice, has not yet been delivered to the 
Belgians although repeated demands have been made to the German 
authorities by the Sub-Commission of the A. N. A. C. 


N. 19814 25. 10. 19. 


Memorandum Submitied to the Supreme Council by the British 
Delegation 


Navat Questions AFFECTED BY THE RATIFICATION OF THE TREATY OF 
Prace WitH GrerMAny 


Submarine engines to be surrendered as reparation for submarine 
U.C. 48. 

The German submarine U. C. 48 was interned in Spain at the date of 
the armistice; under the terms of the armistice she was surrendered to 
the allies. She escaped from custody at Ferrol and, on being chased 
by a Spanish torpedo boat, she was sunk by her crew. Admiral Goette 
has acknowledged that the sinking of the boat was the act of her com- 
manding officer. A. N. A. C. has demanded as reparation the com- 
plete engines and motors of the submarines U. 187, U. 138 and U. 158, 
but in spite of repeated demands they have not been delivered. 

In addition to the above there are three motors exsubmarine U. 146 
which remain to be delivered. 


Reparation for the Scapa Flow Sinkings. 

In the opinion of the Admiralty the sinking of the German war- 
ships interned at Scapa Flow constituted a direct violation of the 
terms of the armistice, and it should be regarded in every way as a 
term of the armistice which Germany has failed to fulfill. Reparation 
as penalty for the breach of the armistice should be obtained. 





Appendix C to HD-78 
From: Mr. Klotz. 
‘Lo: Marshal Foch. 
By despatch No. 5034 of the 20th inst., you asked me to indicate 
those of the financial clauses, imposed on Germany [by ?] the Armistice 
Convention or the Protocols annexed, which have not yet been entirely 


executed. ; an 5 
I have the honor to inform you that the execution of the Armistice 
Convention, from a financial point of view, raises the following two 


questions: 
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1. The German Government refuses at the present time to continue 
making payments, in Reichsbank bank bills, towards the upkeep ex- 
penses of the Armies of Occupation, an obligation imposed by virtue 
of clause IX of the Armistice Convention of November 11th, 1918. 
The German Government bases its refusal on the fact that the marks 
previously remitted were used, not to apply towards occupation’ éx- 
penses, but for the expenses of various civil administrations. Now, 
the upkeep expenses of the Armies of Occupation, except in cases 
of local purchases or requisitions, which constitute the smallest share, 
are payable, not in marks, but in francs, or any other legal tender 
consistent with the origin of the products destined as army supplies; 
consequently, it is evident that the marks to be paid by Germany could 
not be considered as a reimbursement unless they be freely placed 
at the disposition of the French Government to be used for the various 
needs for which they were intended. It appears, therefore, indispen- 
sable, to have the claim of the German Government, pretending to 
obtain justification of use, repulsed purely and simply, and to insist 
on the immediate resumption of the payments to be applied on the 
upkeep expenses of the Armies of Occupation. 

2. It has been impossible to obtain complete statements of the specie 
and securities (bank values, property confiscated belonging to persons 
repatriated, removal of specie qualified as fines, bail funds, etc.) re- 
moved, collected or confiscated by the Germans, whether in the invaded 
territories or in the prison camps. These lists are indispensable to the 
Restitution Service. 

The documents provided for by Clause XIII of the Protocol of Spa, 
under date of December 1st, 1918, (city bonds) have not reached me 
either ; however, according to the statements of the Germans, they were 
enclosed with the bonds themselves which were restored and deposited 
in the Bank of France in sacks. Until a verification of these sacks, 
which will take a long time, it appears to me unnecessary to insist 
further on this question. 

Concerning the restitutions themselves, it is to be noted that the 
cash of the Bank of France, and of the Credit du Nord Bank especially, 
has not yet been restored; but owing to the present state of the 
negotiations, I do not think it advisable to take these delays into 
account. 

I add that my remarks only refer to the strictly financial clauses 
and relate neither to the industrial restitutions, agricultural and rail- 
way materials, nor to archives or works of art. 


Kurorz 
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CONTENTS 


Request for instructions from the Supreme 
Council by the Commission on New States with 
regard to the response to the Bulgarian ob- 
servations on the Conditions of Peace. 


Reply to the Bulgarian Observations. Request for Instructions From 
the Supreme Council by the Commission on the New States 


The Commission on the new States has examined that part of the 
Bulgarian reply concerning the protection of minorities (Part 3, 
Section 4). 

The Bulgarian Delegation accepts the provisions in Articles 49 to 57. 
However, the Delegation calls attention to the following points: 

1. Considering the principles of reciprocity between the different 
Balkan States as necessary from the point of view of protection of 
minorities, the Delegation points out: 


_ a) that the special provisions concerning the protection of minori- 
ties in the Balkan States, other than Bulgaria, are not included in 
the text of the Treaty; 

6) but while there is an Article (46) stipulating with regard to 
Greece the acceptance of the principle of the protection of minorities, 
no analogous clause was inserted with regard to Serbia and Rumania. 


2. The Delegation calls attention to the situation of persons for- 
merly residing in Macedonia, Dobrudja or Thrace and who, before or 
during, or since the war, have taken refuge in Bulgaria, and requests 
that these persons be given the right to opt for the nationality of the 
State in which is now located the territory where they were formerly 
domiciled. 

The Commission on the new States considers: 


1st—a) that it would not be opportune to insert in the Treaty with 
Bulgaria provisions concerning the protection of minorities in the 
other Balkan States; 

b) The observation made by the Bulgarian Delegation that no 
clause had been provided for in the Treaty which obliges the Serb- 
Croat-Slovene State or Rumania to accept such provisions, is founded. 


There are two methods of complying with this request: 


a) To insert in the text of the Treaty with Bulgaria a provision 
obligating Rumania and the Serb-Croat-Slovene State; a provision 
analogous with that taken concerning Greece in Article 46. 

b) To insert no new Article in the Treaty with Bulgaria, but to 
inform the Rumanian and Serb-Croat-Slovene Delegations that they 
will not be permitted to sign the Treaty with Bulgaria before having 
signed the Treaty with Austria and the Treaty on Minorities. 
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Although the case of Rumania is different from that of the Serb- 
Croat-Slovene State, as, by the Treaty with Bulgaria, Rumania does 
not acquire any territory, yet, considering the existence of an impor- 
tant Bulgarian minority in the Dobrudja, it has occurred to the Com- 
mission that an analogous solution could be applied in both cases. 

The Commission thinks that the Supreme Council should decide 
which of these two methods should be adopted. 

3. The Commission recognizes that the observations of the Bul- 
garian Delegation are, in part, justified concerning the Ottoman sub- 
jects who were unable to exercise the right of option provided for 
by the Treaty of 1913, and took refuge in Bulgaria before or since 
the war. It is true that among these refugees there is, according to 
indications which have been received, an important proportion of 
Bulgarian agitators whose return to Macedonia, Thrace or Dobrudja 
might present serious dangers with regard to the pacification of these 
territories. 

By Article 4 of the Draft of Treaty with Greece, Ottoman subjects, 
born on territory ceded to Greece, of parents actually domiciled there, 
acquire Greek nationality. The corresponding article in the Treaty 
with the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes makes no mention of Austrian, 
Hungarian or Bulgarian nationals. 

With a view to harmonizing the provisions of these two treaties, 
the Commission esteems that the words “or Ottoman” should be in- 
serted in Article 4 of the S.C. S. Treaty. 

The Drafting Committee will have to study in what manner it will 
be possible to carry out this modification. Perhaps it would be 
advisable to establish a special protocol, which does not appear to 
present serious difficulties, especially in case, as is probable, further 
modifications may be judged necessary. 

The Commission does not consider it possible to insert a provision 
concerning this subject in the Treaty with Bulgaria. 


Appendix E to HD-78 


CONTENTS 


Note from the British Delegation requesting 
decisions of the Supreme Council with regard 
to 

(a) distribution of airship sheds in oc- 
cupied areas. 

(b) interpretation of phrase “no dirigibles 
shall be kept” (Art. 198 German 
Treaty). 

(c) interpretation of Art. 200 of German 
Treaty. 
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(19781) British DELEGATION, 
Panis, 27 October, 1919. 


Note by the British Delegation for Submission to the Supreme Council 


The Chairman of the Interallied Aeronautical Commission of Con- 
trol in Germany has asked for decisions of the Supreme Council with 
regard to the following points :— 

1. The distribution of the airship sheds in the occupied areas, 

Some members of the Commission have claimed that these sheds 
belong to the Powers in occupation. 

With regard to this claim, the British Delegation would observe 
that, in its report on the distribution of the aeronautical material in 
Germany, the Supreme War Council recommended that the material 
should be distributed in the following proportion: 


England and France, each 30% 
Italy and the United States each 15% 
Belgium and Japan each 5% 


It was also agreed, as regards airship sheds that, for reasons of 
geographical proximity and convenience, France should be permitted 
to have the first choice from among the airship sheds in the area oc- 
cupied by her troops and in Belgium. This report was agreed to by 
the Supreme Council. Throughout the discussions on this subject, 
both at the Aeronautical Advisory Commission and at the Supreme 
War Council, there has never been any question of the sheds in an 
occupied area being the property of the Power in occupation. 

2. The interpretation of the phrase occurring in Article 198 of the 
Treaty of Peace with Germany,—‘No dirigibles shall be kept.” 

Does this mean no dirigibles whatever, or no dirigibles for military 
or naval purposes? 

It appears that when this Article was prepared by the Aeronautical 
Commission, no clear decision was arrived at on this point. The Com- 
mission put up a strong recommendation to the Supreme Council to 
the effect that Germany should not be permitted to engage in civil 
aviation for a period of years, but this recommendation was not agreed 
to and the Supreme Council, by refusing to accept it, permitted Ger- 
many to possess civil aircraft.’ Presumably, therefore, she is per- 
mitted to possess airships for commercial work. 

As a matter of fact, the airship is far less dangerous than the aero- 
plane for war purposes, while its immediate commercial value is 
probably far greater. 

In view of these considerations, the British Delegation does not 
think it possible to uphold the view that the phrase “No dirigibles 
shall be kept” applies to civil airships. 


** Appendix B to HD-63, p. 443. 
 BC-52, minute 1, vol. rv, pp. 355, 370. 
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As regards the method of deciding whether any particular aircraft 
is to be considered to belong to the military or the civil type, the Su- 
preme Council at its meeting on August 6th, 1919,!* passed the follow- 
ing resolution: 

“That the German Government shall be informed that the Allies 
are aware that service types of aircraft are being converted to com- 
mercial use, and that the President of the Interallied Aeronautical 
Commission of Control shall be the sole judge as to whether any air- 
craft is of a service type or otherwise.” 


3. The question whether Article 200 of the Treaty of Peace with 
Germany gives to the Allied and Associated Powers the right to send 
military machines into unoccupied German territory, pending the 
complete evacuation of German territory by the Allies. 

The British Delegation is of opinion that this right, which is dis- 
puted by the Germans is clearly established by the provisions of the 
Article in question and that it should be maintained. The Drafting 
Committee, moreover, have expressed the unanimous opinion that this 
right is not confined to occupied German territory. 


Appendix F to HD-78 
POLISH AFFAIRS COMMISSION 


Note to the Supreme Council 


1st) an overture made by Mr. Dmowsky, 

2nd) a telegram issued by General Dupont, 

represent the German Government as preparing to conduct mu- 
nicipal elections in Upper Silesia very shortly. 

For these reasons, the Polish Affairs Commission has the honor 
to propose that the Supreme Council communicate the letter hereto 
annexed to the German Delegation. 

Parts, October 27, 1919. 

[Annex ] 
Ocrozrr 27, 1919. 
Draft of Letter for the German Delegation 


Mr. Presiwent: According to information brought to the attention 
of the Allied and Associated Governments, the German Government 
is preparing to conduct municipal elections in Upper Silesia before the 
entry into force of the Treaty. 

The Allied and Associated Powers request information as to 
whether this news has any foundation. 

The Allied and Associated Powers could not admit, in fact, that 
elections be held in Upper Silesia before the Commission, which, ac- 


% HD-25, minute 14, vol. vu, p. 563. 
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cording to the terms of the Treaty of Versailles, is directed to organize 
a plebiscite in this region, has commenced its operations. This Com- 
mission alone, should it judge necessary, will be authorized to conduct 
elections during the period prior to the plebiscite. These elections 
would take place under its supervision and under the proper conditions 
requisite to the liberty of votes. 


Appendix G to HD-78 


British DeELecation, 
Paris, 27 October, 1919. 


Note by the British Delegation for the Supreme Council 


At its meeting of Thursday, October 23rd,” the Supreme Council 
passed the following resolution :— 


“that the principle that the payment of troops of occupation should 
be a charge upon the local revenues of the territories occupied should 
apply to such troops as might be used as troops of occupation in Danzig 
and Memel.” 


In this connection a further question arises, namely, that of the 
source from! which shall be provided the salary and allowances of the 
Administrator of the Free City of Danzig and his staff, and of the 
persons who will be engaged in the administration of Memel during 
the occupation of that place. 

This question requires settlement because the British Treasury insists 
that in no case shall the expenses incurred under these heads become 
a charge on British revenues alone, and it is therefore necessary to 
decide whether those expenses shall be borne by the territories con- 
cerned or by the Allied and Associated Powers in equal shares. 

The British Delegation recommends to the favourable consideration 
of the Supreme Council the former solution, which would appear the 
more natural and proper one. 


Appendix H to HD-78 

CONFERENCE ON PEACE PRELIMINARIES 

COMMISSION TO STUDY THE REPATRIATION OF THE GERMAN AND AUSTRIAN 
PRISONERS IN SIBERIA 


In the course of a meeting held September 27, 1919,?° the Supreme 
a) Council of the Allied and Associated Powers enacted 
Constitution’; the following resolution: 


It is decided that a Commission comprising an American, French, 
British, Italian and Japanese Officer shall be constituted to take charge 


* HD-75, minute 2, p. 747. 
70 HD-62, minute 7, p. 411. 
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of the repatriation of the German, Austrian and Hungarian prisoners 
in: Siberia. 

It is further decided that the repatriation of the Czecho-Slovak 
troops now in Siberia shall be effected before that of the German, 
Austrian and Hungarian prisoners. 


By a resolution under date of October 2, 1919," the above text was 
modified in the following manner: 

It is decided to modify the second paragraph of the resolution of 
September 27th, in the following manner: 

It is further decided that the repatriation of the Czecho-Slovak, 
Polish, Jugoslav and Rumanian troops now in Siberia shall be effected 
before that of the German, Austrian and Hungarian prisoners. 


The Commission was composed as follows: 
United States of 


America: Col. J. A. Logan 
ea ak British Empire: Lt. Col. C. H. G. Black 
of the France: Naval Captain Fabre 
ST Italy: Major Scanagatta 
Japan: Major Katsuki, or, as 


replacement, Col. Nagai. 


Report Presented to the Supreme Council of the Principal Allied 
and Associated Powers 


The Commission constituted by the Supreme Council to study the 
repatriation of the German, Austrian and Hungarian prisoners in 
Siberia learned through a telegram from Gen. Janin on October 11th* 
that’ the personnel to be repatriated from Siberia amounts to a mini- 
mum of 250,000 men and comprises the following different categories: 


A) Contingents of volunteer friends, called allogene contingents, 
recruited from among the Czecho-Slovak, Polish, Rumanian, Serbian 
and Jugo-Slav prisoners, and who, under the orders of General Janin, 
fought against the Germano-Bolshevists in Siberia, or participated 
in the maintenance of order: about 75,000 men, to whom will have 
to be added, several thousand persons constituting the families of 
these soldiers. 

B) Prisoners of war who belonged to the German or Austro- 
Hungarian armies, but who, by their place of origin, now belong to 
Allied Governments, Poland, Rumania and Serbia. 

These men are to be distinguished from the preceding in that they 
did not agree to accept service in the above cited contingents; they 
are dispersed throughout various prison camps, and their number is 
yet to be determined.t 


* HD-65, minute 4, p. 488. 
* résumé hereto annexed. [Footnote in the original.] 


+ this category does not. include any Czecho-Slovaks, all having been mobilized. 
[Footnote in the original.] 
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C) Deported civilians belonging to the same Allied nationalities. 

D) German, Austrian and Magyar prisoners (belonging to Ger- 
man[y], Austria and Hungary, according to their new boundaries). 

E) Deported civilians belonging to the same enemy nationalities 
under the same conditions. 


The opinion of the Commission concerning the repatriation of these 
different personnel categories may be resumed as follows: 

Category A.—Contingents of volunteer friends (called allogene 
contingents). 

The Commission esteemed that it was not in its competency to ex- 
amine measures relative to the repatriation of these contingents; these 
measures are studied by qualified authorities representing the different 
Allied and Associated countries concerned. 

However, the repatriation of the allogene contingents which, by the 
terms of the resolutions of the Supreme Council of September 27 and 
October 2, should be effected before that of the German, Austrian 
and Hungarian prisoners, is a question which interests the Com- 
mission. 

According to information which the Commission has been able to 
obtain, instructions have been sent to General Janin to concentrate 
and maintain volunteer contingents of sufficient strength in the Khar- 
bin and Vladivostock region to justify the commencement and con- 
tinuance of operations from the present time. 

It would be advisable to have the question of sea transportation 
regulated as soon as possible. 

Categories B. C. D. E—Non-incorporated prisoners and deported 
civilians as indicated by General Janin, it is necessary: 


1st—that Poland, Rumania and Serbia immediately send authorized 
representatives to Siberia to distinguish between the prisoners or de- 
ported civilians to-be repatriated as friends (categories B and C) 
and those destined for Germany, Austria and Hungary, according to 
their new frontiers (Categories D and E). 

2nd—that an immediate order be issued covering the repatriation 
of these various categories in relation to each other, as well as within 
each category with relation to the various nationalities. 

General Janin states that he is not qualified to issue this immediate 
order, the determining of which concerns questions of general policy 
which are not within his competence; he proposes that the order be 
issued by the Commission in Paris now studying the repatriation of 
the Siberian prisoners. 

3rd—it is necessary to establish relations with the Omsk Govern- 
ment, where the greater part of the prisoners are in detention and 
which, considering that it is in a state of war with Germany, Austria 
and Hungary, might estimate that it was not obliged to hand over these 
prisoners. 


The question of evacuating the different personnel, friend[s] or 
enemies, which shall still remain in Siberia after the departure of the 
510124—46—VOL, vilI——53 
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volunteer contingents, is not merely a technical problem of trans- 
portation, but, on the contrary, closely linked with numerous political 
questions and could furthermore involve a study of financial questions. 

The Commission, constituted by the resolutions of September 27 and 
October 2, is composed exclusively of officers, and esteems that it is not 
qualified to treat these questions. It asks that each Power represented — 
nominate to the Commission an expert in political and financial 
matters. 


Paris Peace Conf. 180.03501/79 HD-79 


Notes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers Held in M. Pichon’s Room, Quai d’Orsay, Paris, on 
Thursday, October 30, 1919, at 10:30 a. m. 


PRESENT 
AMERICA, 
UNITED STATES OF BRITISH EMPIRE FRANCE 
Hon. F. L. Polk Sir Eyre Crowe M. Pichon 
Secretary Secretary Secretaries 
Mr. L. Harrison Mr. H. Norman M. Berthelot 
M. de Saint-Quentin 
ITALY JAPAN 
M. Scialoja M. Matsui 
Secretary Secretary 
M. Barone Russo M. Kawai. 
Joint Secretariat 
AMERICA, UNITED STATES OF . . - Capt. G. A. Gordon 
BrRITIsH EMPIRE ..... . - Capt.G. Lothian Small 
Wiweceis Suse idel alt en a eee Memes 
racy. odt.iie sorensuemies eta Mb Zanchi. 


Interpreter—M. Mantoux 
The following were also present for items in which they were concerned : 


AMERICA, UNITED STATES OF 
Rear-Admiral N. A. McCully, U. S. N. 
Captain Madison, U. 8. N. 
Lieut.-Commander H. W. Koeller, U. S. N. 
Dr. J. B. Scott 

Dr. I. Bowman 

Mr. A. W. Dulles 


BrRitTIsH HMPIRE 


Commander MacNamara 
Captain Fuller 

Mr. A. Leeper 

Mr. H. W. Malkin 


FRANCE 

Marshal Foch 

General Weygand 

General Le Rond 

M. Laroche 

Commandant Le Vayvasseur 
M. Fromageot 


ITALY 
C. Amiral Grassi 
M. Ricci-Busatti 
M. Vannutelli-Rey 
M. Stranieri 
Capt. de Corvette Ruspoli 
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JAPAN 
Commandant Ohsumi 
M. Nagaoka 
M. Shigemitsu 
1. (The Council had before it a draft note of the Drafting Com- 


mittee on the notification to the German Government of the coming 


Moin or the into force of the Treaty. (See Appendix “A”.) 
ee M. Fromacezot read and commented upon this note. 
ay vote bag Sm Eyre Crowe wished to raise a point of mere 
die. German form relative to the second paragraph of this draft 
tee: S t H d “ d th t thi h b h dt 
t 

eee note. He desired that this paragraph be changed to 
ee read as follows: 


“The President of the Peace Conference has the honor to inform the 
German Government that three of the Principal Allied and Asso- 
ciated Powers, namely, the British Empire, France and Italy, have 
ratified the Treaty, and Germany, on the other hand, having likewise 
ratified it, the above mentioned condition is fulfilled.” 


This change was merely designed to prevent the note being drafted 
in such form as to notify the German Government that it had ratified 
the Treaty. 

M. PicHon said that the question of the date to be fixed for the 
coming into force of the Treaty should not be discussed at the present 
time. 

M. Fromacxor concluded his commentaries on the draft note by 
saying that, as a result of the decision taken the preceding day by the 
Council? relative to the unexecuted Armistice clauses and to the 
drafting of a Protocol, he thought that a paragraph should be added 
at the end of the draft note to the effect that the German Govern- 
ment should send a representative to Paris prior to the ratification 
of the Treaty, with power to sign a Protocol relative to the unexe- 
cuted Armistice clauses. (This was agreed to.) The Drafting Com- 
mittee thought that a large majority of the unexecuted Armistice 
Clauses were covered by provisions in the Treaty itself: in most cases 
the Treaty in terms imposed upon the German Government the same 
obligations as did the Armistice, and a large number of these Treaty 
provisions likewise specified the penalty for nonfulfilment of these 
obligations. 

M. Picuon observed that for such violations of the Armistice 
clauses as the Scapa Flow incident no penalties were provided. 

M. Fromacror said that this was true, and that likewise no pen- 
alties were provided for the non-evacuation of the Baltic Provinces, 
although in this case the Treaty did take care of this obligation 
(Article 483). With respect to most of the remaining unexecuted 
clauses of the Armistice the Treaty provided penalties. He thought it 


1 HD-78, minute 1, p. 802. 
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might be well to give a brief summary of the unexecuted clauses. 
There was nothing in the Treaty with respect to the delivery by 
the German Government of rolling stock. With respect to the Finan- 
cial Clauses, the Treaty in Article 238 not only reiterated the obli- 
gations incumbent upon the German Government, but explicitly pro- 
vided penalties. This was likewise true with respect to the handing 
over of agricultural and industrial implements. The Penalties pro- 
vided for Germany’s non-fulfilment of her obligations in general were 
laid down in Article 430 and paragraphs 17 and 18 of the second 
annex to Part VIII (Reparations). The question of works of art was 
likewise fully covered. The question of aeronautic material was not 
so well covered. Articles 170, 202 and 210 of the Treaty prohibited 
the exportation of such material but no penalties were provided. 
The Committee did not feel that it quite understood the argument 
of the Minister for Finance relative to the payment by the German 
Government of maintenance expenses of the troops of occupation (See 
H. D. 78, Appendix “C”).2 The question of the German mercantile 
marine, which at present resolved itself into a matter of the tank 
steamers, the five vessels alleged to be sold to Holland and some 
undelivered vessels in neutral ports, was also fully covered by the 
Treaty. The foregoing summary seemed to indicate that in general 
the Treaty took into account the probability of the German Govern- 
ment not having fulfilled all its obligations under the Armistice prior 
to the entry into force of the Treaty. 

M. Picuon asked if there were any remarks. 

Sir Eyre Crowe wished to know if this note were to be sent to the 
German Government without at the same time informing it what it 
was proposed to include in the Protocol relative to unexecuted Armi- 
stice clauses. He thought that if the German Government were 
directed to send a representative to sign such Protocol without know- 
ing what it was to coatain, further delay would ensue. 

M. Bertueror remarked that there was no need at the present time 
to arrive at a decision as to the date of deposit of ratifications. The 
Protocol relative to unexecuted Armistice clauses would be ready on 
the following Saturday; the point was to agree upon the form of the 
note which should be sent at the proper time. 

M. Picuon said it was only necessary to agree on the principle of 
this note. 

Marsuat Foc said that he agreed in principle with the foregoing 
remarks, but he felt that it was important to let the German Govern- 
ment know what had to be done. He thought that the following 
arrangement would be most advisable: without letting the German 
Government know the exact date of the deposit of ratifications it 


? Ante, p. 819. 
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should be informed that the Treaty would be put into force at an early 
but undetermined date which could be designated as “D” day. The 
German Government could be informed at once that on “D” minus 8 
day for instance, it would be notified of the date of deposits of ratifi- 
cations and that on “D” minus 6 day, for instance, its representative 
must be in Paris. He thought that an arrangement of the note on 
such a basis would solve all difficulties. 

M. Berruexor inquired if it was intended that the representatives 
of the German Government should all be in Paris and not in the 
various regions where Allied Commissions and troops of occupation 
were to arrive. 

GrnERAL Weycanp said that the German representatives must be 
here and come to an agreement before the Treaty could be put into 
force. 

M. Berruetor brought up the example of Silesia. Should it be 
decided here in Paris what German officials would remain there in 
order to effectuate a transfer of authority in that territory without a 
hitch ? 

Generat Le Ronn replied that German representatives should be 
here in Paris to settle the general principles involved, and that officials 
should likewise remain in Silesia and other territories where the same 
situation was presented in order to effect the necessary arrangements 
with the incoming Allied Commissions and troops of occupation. 
The procedure to be adopted consisted of two phases. 

GenerAL Weyrcanp thought it would be better not to put these details 
in the draft note, as confusion would certainly be caused thereby. It 
was most important that the summoning to Paris of the German repre- 
sentatives should not be bound up with the question of settling the date 
of deposits of ratifications. 

M. Prcwon agreed that pourparlers should certainly start in Paris 
before the date of deposit of ratifications was necessarily fixed. 

M. Potx, referring to Marshal Foch’s idea as to rearrangement of 
the draft note on a time-table basis, inquired whether this was to 
include the unfulfilled Armistice clauses. He supposed that it was 
only meant to refer to movement of troops, evacuation, and similar 
points. 

M. Pricuon said that this was so. 

M. Scratosa thought that the draft note should be modified so that 
the invitation to the German Government to participate in the deposit 
of ratifications should be eliminated so long as that date remained 
unsettled. It would be enough to merely inform the German Govern- 
ment that as the time for deposit was approaching, it became neces- 
sary for it to fulfill the conditions precedent thereto. 

M. Brrrueror thought that the German Government should be 
informed why the deposit of ratifications had not yet taken place. 
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M. Scratosa thought that representatives of the German Govern- 
ment should be summoned to Paris immediately to discuss the matters 
still remaining unsettled prior to the fixing of a date for the deposit 
of ratifications. 

M. Fromacgor still thought it would be better to retain the frame- 
work of the draft note to the extent of acquainting the German Gov- 
ernment with the proposed procedure, this in order to avoid any 
argument on their part that the Treaty should now automatically be 
put into force. 

M. Picnon summed up by suggesting that the draft note should be 
changed so as to accord with the views above expressed by Marshal 
Foch, M. Scialoja, Sir Eyre Crowe and M. Fromageot, and that. as so 
modified, it should be submitted to the Council on the following 
Saturday, together with the Protocol relative to unexecuted Armistice 
clauses. (This was agreed to.) 

(It was decided: 


(1) to accept in principle the note of the Drafting Committee on 
the notification to the German Government of the coming into force 
of the Treaty (See Appendix “A”), with the following modifications: 


(a) in the first part of said draft the German Government 
should be invited to participate in the deposit of ratifications of 
the Treaty at a date specified as not yet being determined. 

(6) that the German Government, at the same time, should be 
informed that the date of the coming into force of the Treaty 
would later be communicated to it in ample time but that without 
awaiting the notification of said date it should immediately send 
representatives to Paris to discuss the settlement of the matters 
nee conditions precedent to the putting into force of the 

reaty. 

(c) to add at the end of said draft a paragraph to the effect 
that the German Government, prior to the date of deposit of 
ratifications, should send representatives to Paris with power to 
sign a Protocol dealing with the unexecuted clauses of the 
Armistice. 


It was further decided: 


(1) to change the form of the second paragraph of said draft so 
that it should read as follows: “The president of the Peace Conference 
has the honor to inform the German Government that three of the 
Principal Allied and Associated Powers, namely: the British Empire, 
France and Italy, have ratified the Treaty, and Germany, on the other 
hand, having likewise ratified it, the above mentioned condition has 
been fulfilled.” ! 

(2) that the draft note of the Drafting Committee should be modi- 
fied as above indicated and submitted to the Council on the following 
Saturday, together with the Protocol relative to the unexecuted Armis- 
tice Clances,) 
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2. Caprain Futuer R. N. explained to the Council that the Naval 
Representatives of the Principal Allied and Associated Powers had 
met on the preceding day; no report had been made 


uae ct by them to the Council, but the report which he was 
the German : ee: 
Fett lw now going to read had been agreed to by the British, 


French, Italian and Japanese representatives, and 
in great part had been agreed to by the United States representative, 
who, however, wished to submit a minority report. He then read the 
majority report (See Appendix “B”). He added that it was under- 
stood that in the event of the surface vessels being broken up and 
sunk, the same procedure should not be adopted in the case of floating 
docks. 

Mr. Potx asked if Rear Admiral McCully might read his minority 
report. 

Rear Apmirat McCutty then read his minority report (See Ap- 
pendix “C”). 

Mr. Potx said that the point of view of the minority report 
was this: although it had already been decided that the German 
Government should give up certain ships, their disposition had 
never been definitely determined. At one time there had been some 
question of sinking them. Now the ships in question had actually 
been sunk. The majority report proposed to take mercantile ma- 
terial, which of course could not be destroyed, in reparation for 
the vessels sunk. This mercantile material would be useful to the 
Reparation Commission. It seemed to him better, by way of repa- 
ration for the vessels sunk, to take from the German Government 
naval, material which could be destroyed if so desired. The point 
he wished to emphasize was that he thought that the proposal to 
take over mercantile material, raised a question which distinctly 
affected the Reparation Commission. 

M. Picuon remarked that the French Government had never 
agreed to the sinking of these ships. 

Mr. Potx replied that such was not his contention. That was 
not the point now at issue. His question was whether it were not 
better to leave this mercantile material to be devoted to such pur- 
poses that it would become useful to the operations of the Repara- 
tion Commission, rather than, by taking it away, to diminish 
Germany’s power of making adequate reparation. 

Str Eyre Crown remarked that several questions were now being 
confused. He pointed out that the British Government had been 
willing to make a big concession; it was willing to bear all the loss 
resulting from the Scapa Flow incident, therefore, it seemed to him 
that the opinion of his Government should now bear some. weight. 
To him it seemed pointless to take over from the German Govern- 
ment ships which were useless to them and were equally useless 
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to the Allied and Associated Powers. He thought that such an 
action might indeed be pleasing to the German Government. Like- 
wise the docks which it was proposed to take over were so large 
that they were only useful for large sized ships of which the Ger- 
mans now had none, and certainly it was not desired to encourage 
them to build any. 

M. Bertuevor thought that Mr. Polk’s observations had shown 
that the argument of the United States was entirely based upon 
the sinking of the ships. The question had now, however, reached 
a further stage. Neither the French nor the Italian Governments 
had ever agreed to the sinking of the ships and they had demanded 
their distribution. Certainly there was no point in distributing 
the ships if they were thereafter to be sunk. He recognized the 
force of Sir Eyre Crowe’s argument and he wished to point out 
that the British Government had even made another concession: 
although the British Government was prepared to have the ships 
sunk and thought that the American Government would agree, 
nevertheless, it was ready to admit the right of France and Italy 
to dispose of their share of the ships as they saw fit. He thought it 
was important to settle now the question whether or not the ships 
were to be sunk. 

Mr. Potx inquired if M. Berthelot meant to say that naval material 
ought not to be replaced by naval material. However the Council 
was not then discussing the disposition of ships; he merely wished 
to repeat that he thought the question now under discussion was one 
that interested the Reparation Commission. The action proposed 
by the majority was, to give a priority, on account of reparation, for 
the ships sunk. To his mind three points were involved: there was 
no question at the present time of the disposition of the ships; he 
understood and appreciated the attitude of the British Government; 
he thought that this was a question for the Reparation Commission. 
He pointed out that his position was purely a matter of principle 
inasmuch as the United States would not get any ships. 

M. Picnon thought that this presented a new phase of the question. 

Sm Eyre Crowe observed that this would make it impossible to 
settle the Scapa Flow incident prior to the drafting of the Protocol 
relative to unexecuted Armistice clauses and would indefinitely post- 
pone the entry into force of the Treaty. 

M. Picuon agreed, and observed that Marshal Foch had pointed 
out to him that as this was a question of a violation of the Armistice 
the Reparation Commission could not yet be interested therein. The 
American argument could equally be applied to all material to be 
handed over by virtue of the Armistice clauses. 

Mr. Potx asked if the Financial experts had not been consulted with 
respect to the delivery of locomotives and similar questions? 
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Marsuat Foc said that they had not, for the reason that the Repara- 
tion Commission had not yet existed and did not yet exist. 

Mr. Porx thought that on that basis it would be easy for the 
Armistice Commissions to seriously embarrass the Reparation 
Commission. 

M. Prcnon remarked that all matters heretofore adjusted had been 
controlled by the Supreme Council. 

M. Scratosa added that the conception of reparation only existed 
by virtue of the coming into force of the Treaty. 

Mr. Pox said that he was surprised to learn that the Financial 
experts had not been consulted. He thought that the American 
Financial experts had at least given an opinion on these matters. 

M. Picnon ‘said that the French Government could not yield on 
this point. 

Mr. Porx remarked that if the docks and similar material now pro- 
posed to be demanded were received, the United States would get 
something, otherwise they would not. 

Sm Eyre Crowe thought that the principle of demanding floating 
docks and similar material should be maintained, at the same time 
giving instructions that only the large ones and those belonging to the 
German Government or in which it had a predominating interest 
should be taken. 

Mr. Potx thought that the Naval Representatives could easily 
agree on that basis. 

Sir Eyre Crowe thought that the Naval representatives should im- 
mediately meet and settle this question. 

M. Picnon remarked that the question was a very urgent one inas- 
much as it had to be settled before the Protocol, which was to be sub- 
mitted the following Saturday, could be drafted. The Naval 
representatives should come to a conclusion by the following day at 
the latest and communicate the same to M. Berthelot and M. 
Fromageot. 

Caprain Futur, R. N. said he understood then that the Committee 
of Naval Experts might call upon the German Government to make 
over by way of reparation: (1) Government docks; (2) docks, cranes, 
etc., in which the German Government had a predominating interest; 
and, (3) docks, cranes, etc., the removal of which would not affect the 
working of ports in which they were situated either from the Allied 
or from the German point of view. 

(It was decided: 


(1) to accept the principle of the responsibility of the German Gov- 
ernment for the sinking of the German Fleet at Scapa Flow. 

(2) that the Committee of Naval Representatives of the Principal 
Allied and Associated Powers should meet immediately and agree as 
to the reparation to be exacted from the German Government for the 
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sinking of the German Fleet at Scapa Flow, being guided by the prin- 
ciple that docks and similar material belonging to the German Gov- 
ernment or in which it had a predominating interest, or too large 
to be suitable for present German maritime uses, should be taken by 


way of reparation.) 


8. (The Council had before it a report of the Naval Representatives 
of the Principal Allied and Associated Powers relative to the dis- 
patch of naval vessels to Flensburg (See Appendix 


Dispatch ety) ) 
of Naval r 
wee te M. Pichon suggested that the recommendations 
contained in this report be adopted. 
(This was agreed to) 


Sm Eyre Crowe said that he only wished to recall the fact that 
although it had been intended to send three battalions to Schleswig, 
only two battalions would go there. It was worth considering, in view 
of the adoption of the Naval Representatives’ recommendation not to 
send Allied warships to Flensburg, whether this force was sufficient. 

(It was decided: | 

to accept the report of the Naval Representatives of the Principal 


Allied and Associated Powers relative to despatching naval vessels to 
Flensburg (See Appendix “D”).) 


4, M. Prcron thought that, as the Central Territorial Committee 
was not unanimous, the best procedure was for it to submit majority 
and minority reports which would be discussed and 


hecental settled by the Council at its meeting on the following 

Territorial 

Committee for Saturday. 

the Questions of M. Larocue observed that certain delegations had 

of the Serbo- stated that the opinion held by them relative to the 

rier ih Serbo-Bulgarian frontier might be influenced by the 

With the Reply Council’s solution of the Dobrudja question; certain 

Counter: oee other delegations had stated that their opinion would 
roposals 


not be changed by such a solution. 

Mr. Pox inquired if the question of Dobrudja were not a short 
one susceptible of being settled immediately. 

M. Prcuon remarked that he could only say that the opinion of the 
French Government was that Dobrudja, a province belonging to an 
Allied Government, should not be taken away from it and given over 
to Bulgaria, an enemy. 

Mr. Poxx pointed out that he was not insisting on that matter 
being settled now. The only point before the Council was what kind 
of an answer should be sent to Bulgaria? He quite understood that 
in this answer there would be nothing relative to transferring Do- 
brudja to Bulgaria. 
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M. Larocue said that the settlement of the Dobrudja question was 
intimately connected with that of Bessarabia. 

Mr. Porx replied that in his opinion the question of Bessarabia 
should not be discussed at the present moment particularly on account 
of the situation in Russia. 

M. Picuon agreed. 

M. Larocue said that if the question of Bessarabia were not to be 
raised he thought the question of Dobrudja should likewise not be 
raised. 

Mr. Potx thought that at some other time or in some other form, by 
the medium of another Treaty or action on the part of the League of 
Nations, the question of Dobrudja could be brought up. 

M. Picxon said the French Government absolutely did not agree 
to any solution contemplating the transfer of Dobrudja to Bulgaria. 

M. Larocue thought that if the matter were left for future action 
in the manner intimated, with the implication that Dobrudja would 
eventually be transferred to Bulgaria, it was equivalent to certainly 
depriving Roumania of this province. 

Mr. Potx remarked that the chief trouble was that Roumania had 
been given everything she wanted in a territorial way without any 
equivalent being demanded. The time to bargain would have been 
when Roumania’s territorial requests had been freely granted. 

Sir Eyre Crowe suggested that it would be sufficient to say in the 
answer to the Bulgarian counter-proposals that in a Treaty with 
Bulgaria the question of Dobrudja could not be raised. 

M. Berrueror agreed. He thought that it would be inadvisable 
to mention anything further, particularly in regard to the League 
of Nations. 

(The suggestion of Sir Eyre Crowe met with approval and the 
discussion of the questions of Dobrudja and the Serbo-Bulgarian 
frontier were fixed for the meeting of Saturday, November 1st, 1919.) 

5. M. Brrruenor, referring to the draft instructions to the Inter- 
Allied. Commission charged with examining into the evacuation 
rat Mack of the Baltic Provinces, called attention to Section 
to Inter-Allied X thereof (H. D. 77, Appendix “C”).? 


Commission 


Charged With In the first paragraph of that Section it was pro- 
Into the vided that: “In order to accomplish its mission, the 
the Baltic Allied Commission shall have at its disposal the 


personnel of the British and French Allied Missions 
now operating in Esthonia, Latvia and Lithuania with a view to pre- 
venting any isolated initiative or divergence of action.” He observed 
that no mention had been made of Italian and American Commissions. 
He thought that the paragraph should be redrafted so as to include 


* Ante, p. 796. 
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the personnel of the Military Mission of all the Allied and Associated 
Powers. He understood that there was no Italian Military Mission in 
that region but that there was an American one. 

Mr. Poxx stated that there was no American Military Mission in 
that region, but that he had no objection to the change proposed. 

(It was decided: 

to modify Section X of the draft instructions to the Inter-Allied 
Commission charged with the examining into the evacuation of the 
Baltic Provinces (H. D. 77, Appendix “C”), so that the first para- 
graph thereof should read as follows: “In order to accomplish 
its mission, the Inter-Allied Commission shall have at its disposal 
the personnel of the Military Missions of all the Allied and Asso- 
ciated Powers now. operating in Esthonia, Latvia and Lithuania, 
with a view to preventing any isolated initiative or divergence of 
action”.) 


(The meeting then adjourned.) 
Horex pz Criiion, Parts, October 30, 1919. 


Appendix A to HD-79 
Project of a Note to the German Government 


By the terms of the final provisions of the Treaty signed at Ver- 
sailles June 28, 1919, it has been stipulated that: 

“A first procés-verbal of the deposit of ratifications will be drawn 
up as soon as the Treaty has been ratified by Germany on the one 
hand, and by three of the Principal Allied and Associated Powers 
on the other hand.” 


The President of the Peace Conference has the honor of calling 
to the attention of the German Government that three of the Prin- 
cipal Allied and Associated Powers, namely, the British Empire, 
France and Italy on the one hand, and Germany on the other, have 
ratified the Treaty and that the condition above referred to has 
been fulfilled. 

The other Allied and Associated Powers who have, up to the 
present day made known their ratification, are Belgium, Poland 
and Siam. 

In execution of the said provisions, and if the various acts nec- 
essary to the coming into force of the Treaty be fulfilled in time, 
there will take place in Paris on November... . 1919, at.... 
o’clock, the Procés-verbal of the deposit of these ratifications. The 
German Government is requested to be kind enough to participate. 

The final provision[s] of the Treaty add: 


“From the date of this first procés-verbal, the Treaty will come into 
force between the High Contracting Parties who have ratified it. For 
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the determination of all periods of time provided for in the present 
Treaty, this date will be the date of the coming into force of the 
Treaty.” 


This entry into force of the Treaty entails certain consequences 
which should be considered : 


1. The beginning of operations by the Inter-Allied High Commis- 
sion of the Rhineland. (Arrangement, Article 2) ; 

2. The beginning of operations by military, naval and air delega- 
tions, at the present time in Germany, as military, naval and air com- 
missions of control (Treaty, article 203) ; 

3. The beginning of operations by the Reparations Commission; 
(Treaty, article 233 and Annex II paragraph 5) ; 

4. Transfer of sovereignty for Memel (Treaty, article a and for 
Danzig (Treaty, Article 100), resulting in the evacuation of the troops, 
and German authorities, and the taking possession of these territories 
by the Interallied troops; ; 

5. Transfer of Government in the Saar Basin (Treaty, article 49 
and annex, paragraph 16) ; 

6. Transfer of temporary Government in the territory of Upper- 
Silesia, submitted to a plebiscite (Treaty, article 88 and annex, para- 
graphs 1 and 2); resulting in the evacuation of German troops, and 
authorities to be designated by the Commission, and the occupation 
by the Inter-Allied troops as well as the beginning of operations by 
the Commission of Government and of Plebiscite on this territory ; 

7. Transfer of temporary administration in the territory of 
Schleswig submitted to a plebiscite (Treaty, article 109) resulting in 
the evacuation of German troops and authorities, and occupation by 
the Inter-Allied troops, as well as the beginning of operations by the 
Commission of Administration and of Plebiscite on this territory; 

8. Beginning of the 15 day period, in which must be effected the 
evacuation and the transfer of temporary administrations, in the ter- 
ritories submitted to a plebiscite: Eastern Prussia, Allenstein (‘Treaty, 
article 95) and Eastern Prussia, Marienwerder (Treaty, article 97), 
resulting in the evacuation of German troops and authorities, and 
occupation by the Inter-Allied troops, as well as the beginning of 
operations by the Commissions of Administration and of Piohibeite on 
these territories. 

9. Beginning of the 15 day period, in which the Commissions of 
Delimitation must begin their operations. 


The German Government is invited to send to Paris for the 
iirerwirgee a wah o duly accredited representatives to: 


1, agree with the representatives of the Allied and Associated 
Powers as to the conditions of establishment of the Commissions of 
Government and of administration and plebiscite, the handing over 

of powers, the transfer of services, the entry of Inter-Allied troops 
the evacuation of German troops and authorities, and all other 
measures above provided for. 

Attention is now called to the fact that the German authorities 
must leave on the spot all installations of service or dwelling as well 
as the documents which are to be used upon the immediate entry into 
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action of the Inter-Allied authorities; that the German troops must 
also leave on the spot all installations occupied by them. 

2. agree with the Staff of the Marshal, Commander-in-Chief of the 
Allied and Associated Armies as to conditions of transport of Inter- 
Allied troops. 


Appendix B to HD-79 


Conclusions Arrived at by the British, French, Italian and Japanese 
Naval Advisers to the Peace Delegation on the Subject of Repara- 
tion for the Sinking of the German Warships at Scapa at Meeting 
Held at Ministry of Marine at 3 p.m. on 29 October, 1919 


Nore: The U. S. Naval Adviser has a minority report. 


In view of the reparation claims that Germany had already in- 
curred under the terms of the Peace Treaty, it was not considered 
feasible to make any further financial or material demands other than 
the following, which, however, cannot be regarded as complete com- 
pensation to the Allied and Associated Powers for the losses incurred 
through the sinking of the modern German men-of-war at Scapa. 

2. The further claims which it was considered should be put forward 
are as follows: 


(a) For the capital ships sunk. 

A number of floating docks now in German ports, whose total lift- 
ing capacity is equivalent to that of the capital ships sunk, should be 
surrendered to the Allied and Associated Powers. The aggregate 
tonnage is 370,740 tons. 

(6) For the five light-cruisers sunk. 

The following light-cruisers, left to Germany under the Peace 
Treaty, should be surrendered to the Allied and Associated Powers ;— 


Kénigsberg 
Pillau 


Graudenz 
Regensburg 
Strassburg 


(c) For the fifty T. B. D.’s sunk. 

A number of small floating docks, floating cranes, tugs, dredges, and 
other floating port material of an equivalent displacement to the fifty 
destroyers should be surrendered to the Allied and Associated Powers. 
The aggregate displacement is 41,800 tons. 


Nore: A certain number of these ships have since been salved and 
are in a bad condition. The raising of these vessels has incurred a 
considerable expenditure, and consequently it is not considered that 
these vessels can be placed to the credit of the German Government in 
the above demands. 


3. With a view to carrying out the above conditions the German 
Government shall undertake to supply to the Allied Naval Commis- 
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sion of Control within ten days of the deposit of the ratifications of 
the Peace Treaty, a complete list of all floating docks, floating cranes, 
tugs and dredgers, etc., now in German possession, and to surrender 
such floating docks and additional material as may be notified to them 
by the Allied Naval Commission of Control. 

4, The distribution of docks, cranes, tugs, and dredges, etc., sur- 
rendered to the Allied and Associated Powers, under the above condi- 
tions, should be considered in conjunction with the disposal of the 
enemy surface vessels. 

5. That on the understanding that the Supreme Council have de- 
cided to hold the German Government solely responsible for the 
sinking of these ships at Scapa, it is desirable that all the German 
officers and men belonging to these ships should be repatriated as 
early as possible, with the exception of any whose surrender is required 
under Article 228 of the Treaty of Peace. The German Government 
should, however, agree to the reparation demanded, before it is 
effected. 

6. With regard to the moneys salved from the German warships 
at Scapa, it was considered that such moneys should be placed to the 
credit of the Reparation Fund. Individual claims can be made good 
by the German Government. 

7. It was not considered that the torpedo boat destroyer B-98 could 
be retained as compensation for one of the destroyers sunk at Scapa, 
but that she should be claimed as one of the forty-two torpedo boat 
destroyers to be surrendered under the Peace Treaty. 


Appendix C to HD-79 


OFFICE OF NAVAL ADVISER 


Horen Critton, Paris, France, October 30, 1919. 
From: U.S. Naval Adviser. 
To: Supreme Council. 


Subject: Minority Report on Memorandum submitted to Supreme 
Council by the British Delegation regarding Responsibility for 
sinking of German warships at Scapa Flow, and other questions 
connected therewith. 

Reference: (a) Report Board of Admirals, June 23, 1919. 

(b) Letter of M. Clemenceau to German Delegation of 
June 25, 1919.4 

(¢c) S. H. Bulletin 756 of October 22, 1919. 

(@) S. H. Bulletin 148 [7148] of October 25, 1919. 

(e) Report Board of Admirals, October 29, 1919. 


* Appendix XI to CF-92, vol. v1, p. 695. 


THE COUNCIL OF HEADS OF DELEGATIONS 843 


1. The German Government was responsible for failing to take 
preventive measures against sinking of the interned German vessels. 
In consequence the Armistice was violated, and this justifies a demand 
for Reparations. 

2. The German Naval Officials in command at Scapa Flow were 
responsible as active agents in sinking the vessels. This justifies 
a demand for the trial and punishment, if convicted, of such 
officers. 

3. The Reparations demanded should in principle be confined 
to further delivery of Naval Material. German Naval Material 
available for Reparations, according to Reference (a) consists of :— 

(a) Of Military Value. 

(1) Five (5) Light Cruisers (Graudenz, Koenigsberg, Pillau, 
Regensburg, and Strassburg). 

(2) Fourteen (14) Destroyers (1908-09 program). 

(8) Eight (8) Torpedo Boats. 

(6) Of Small Militury Value. 

(1) Fourteen (14) Pre-Dreadnaughts. (1900-1906 types) 
(about 182,000 tons in all). 

(2) Nine Light Crusiers (Gazelle and Hamburg classes). 

(8) One (1) Cruiser (oon). 

(4) eee aere (23) Destroyers (1906-07 Program and 


ater). 
(c) Of Little or No Military Value. 
(1) Seven (7) Battleships (Kaiser Friedrich and Branden- 
burg classes). 
(2) Eight (8) Coast Defense ships (Hagen Class). 
(3) Two (2) Cruisers (Prinz Heinrich and Furst Bismarck). 
(4) Six (6) Light Cruisers (5 of Hertha class and Kaiser 
Augusta). 
(5) Thirty-six (36) Destroyers. 
(6) Sixty-four (64) Torpedo Boats. 
(d) Naval Docks (At Withelmshaven). 
(1) Three (3) Large Docks, one of 40,000 tons 
(2) One (1) Pontoon Dock 1,500 tons 
(3) Four (4) Torpedo Boat Docks 4,000 tons 


The entire Reparations could be taken from classes (a), (b) and 
(d) mentioned above, reckoning either on tonnage basis, or based 
on value for scrap. In Class (¢) would still remain sufficient Naval 
Forces for Germany’s needs to assist in maintaining internal order. 


Nore: At time of sinking of German vessels in Scapa Flow, 
there were in port 50 German Destroyers, of which fifteen (15) 
were not sunk, four were salved later, another is being salved. Ma- 
jority Report, Reference (c), demands Reparations for fifty (50) 
Destroyers. 

4, In regard to the sum of 34,642 marks, 20 pfennings, the Ger- 


mans have claimed some of this money as personal property of 
510124—46—-VoL., vi1I-——_54 
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Officers and Men. Such of this money as can be proved by them 
to be personal property, should be paid to German Officers and Men 
entitled to it, as personal property of war prisoners is not subject 
to confiscation. The remainder should be placed in Reparation 
Fund. 

5. The German Destroyer B-98 was engaged in bringing mails 
to German vessels interned at Scapa Flow, was provided with prop- 
er authority to make the trip, and was flying the white flag. It 
is not alleged to have had any part in the sinking of the German 
vessels, or to have been guilty of any warlike act. However justi- 
fiable her seizure may have been at the moment, her indefinite re- 
tention is not justified by International Law, and she should be 
released and restored to Germany pending further dispositions. 

| N. A. McCuiix 


Appendix D to HD-79 


Report of Allied Representatives on Dispatch of Naval Vessels 
to Flensburg 


According to the decision taken on October 25 by the Supreme Coun- 
cil,’ the Naval Representatives of the Principal Allied and Associated 
Powers met on Monday, October 27, at 15 o’clock, in the Ministry of 
Marine, in order to determine whether, on account of the recent events 
at Flensburg, they deem it possible to send battleships to that port. 

The Naval Representatives express the following opinion: 


First: From a maritime point of view, the sending of light ships 
(light cruisers, destroyers or gun boats) is possible, but it is unneces- 
sary for them to enter the port and stay there. 

Second: Great Britain, the United States and France are the only 
great powers which have ships available to fulfill this mission. 

Third: They think that, in case one or several battleships were sent 
immediately, the Commander-in-Chief would be placed in a difficult 
situation, if, as is probable, the Danes would ask him for assistance 
which he would be unable to give; and, as he would be in a German 
port, the Germans might assume a hostile attitude towards him, which 
would necessitate immediate action on the spot, and an ulterior action 
of the Supreme Council. 

Fourth: In case the Supreme Council should decide to send ships, 
it is indispensable for it to determine in a precise manner what line of 
conduct the Commander-in-Chief must observe. 

Fifth: The Naval Representatives think that it is not judicious to 
send Allied battleships for “demonstration” purposes only, before the 
day under which the Allied Naval Forces are to arrive, with troops, 
for the plebiscite of Schleswig, according to the stipulations of the 
Peace Treaty. 


*HD-76, minute 8, p. 770. 


Paris Peace Conf. 180.03501/80 HD-80 


Notes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers Held in M. Pichon’s Room, Quai d’Orsay, Paris, on 
Saturday, November 1, 1919, at 10 a. m. 


AMERICA, 
UNITED STATES OF 


Hon. F. L. Polk 


Secretary 
Mr. L. Harrison 


PREsENT 
BRITISH EMPIRE FRANCE 
Sir Eyre Crowe M. Clemenceau 
M. Pichon 
Secretary Secretaries 
Mr. H. Norman M. Berthelot 
M. de Saint Quentin 
ITALY JAPAN 
M. Scialoja M. Matsui 
Secretary Secretary 
M. Barone Russo M. Kawai 


Joint Secretariat 


America, UNITED STATES OF . . . Mr. B. Winthrop. 
BrITIsH EMPIRE . ....-.---s Capt. G. Lothian Small. 
RAIN GiGi fo Veto ss a ee erie. M. Massigli. 

PTA eo ctec Pee gels tse te eee, ve anicnt, 


Interpreter—M. Mantoux 


The following were also present for the items in which they were concerned : 


AMERICA, UNITED STATES OF 
Dr. J. B. Scott 

Rear Admiral McCully 

Mr. A. W. Dulles 

Dr. I. Bowman 

Colonel J. A. Logan 
Commander Koehler 
Captain Gordon 


BritisH EMPIRE 

General Sackville-West 
Admiral Groves, R. N. 

Hon, C. H. Tufton 

Mr. A. W. Malkin 

Mr. A. Leeper 

Commander Smith, R. N. 
Commander Dunne, R. N. 
Captain Fuller, R. N. 
Commander Macnamara, R. N. 


FRANCE 
Marshal Foch 
General Weygand 
General Desticker 
General Le Rond 
M. H. Berenger 
M. Laroche 
Commandant Le Vavasseur 
M, Fromageot 
Capitaine Roper 
845 
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ITaLy 


General Cavallero 
Contre-Amiral Grassi 

M. Ricci-Busatti 

M. Vannutelli-Rey 

M. Galli 

M. Pilotti 

Capitaine de Corvette Ruspoli 
Prince Boncompagni 


JAPAN 
M. Adatci 


Commandant Ohsumi 
M. Nagaoka 
M. Shigemitsu 

1. (The Council had before it a note from the British Delegation 
dated October 28, 1919 (See Appendix “A”).) 

Sir Eyre Crowe stated the question was a very 

simple one, and was summarized in the note from the 

General Milne British Delegation which had been circulated among 

Bear. the members of the Council. The Council had ap- 

pointed, at some prior time, General Milne as Com- 

mander-in-Chief of the Allied forces in Asia Minor: It seemed that 

neither the French nor the Italian authorities had been informed of 
the decision of the Council. 

M. Picuon thought indeed that the question could not raise any dif- 
ficulty so long as the beginning of the note, as submitted to the Council, 
was altered slightly: The British Delegation had said that the General 
Officer commanding the British troops at Constantinople and in Asia 
Minor (Syria excepted) had been appointed Commander-in-Chief of 
the Allied forces in those regions. This assertion was correct, as far 
as Turkey in Asia was concerned, but the question of the command 
at Constantinople was the object of negotiations between the British 
and French Governments. 

Sir Eyre Crowe agreed with this remark, but asked, above all, that 
the French and Italian military authorities be informed of the deci- 
sions of the Supreme Council, which had recognized the authority of 
General Milne. 

M. Berrueror thought that there could be no doubt whatsoever on 
this question, and added he could not understand the misunderstanding 
which had taken place, for the necessary information had been given 
at the same time to M. de France and to General Franchet d’Esperey. 

M. Scratosa asked that the same instructions be repeated to the 
Italian military authorities. 

M. Picuon agreed that this information should be reiterated. 

(It was decided: 


that the French and Italian Delegations take the necessary steps to 
inform their representatives in Turkey that the Supreme Council had 


*HD-10, minute 4, vol. vu, p. 194. 
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appointed General Milne as Commander-in-Chief of the Allied Forces 
in Asia Minor, Syria excepted. (See Appendix “A”.) 


2. (The Council had before it a draft note prepared by the Drafting 
Committee (See Appendix “B”).)? 
M. Fromacror commented upon this draft note and 


Draft Note remarked that the Drafting Committee had taken ac- 

to the German : : 

Government count of the observations made at the preceding meet- 

Putting the ing of the Supreme Council,? and also that the new 

Into Foree draft was presented by all the members of the Com- 
mittee. 


GENERAL WEYGAND said that the draft, as prepared by the Drafting 
Committee, invited the German Government to send representatives to 
Paris on November 6th. He would like to know whether on the 6th 
of November they could profitably discuss with the German delegates: 
would the Commissions be ready on that date ? 

M. Bertuetor said that he had proposed November 6th to take into 
account. the wish expressed by General Weygand himself that the 
conference should take place as soon as possible, but could easily be 
put off for a few days. 

GeneraL Wercanp thought that from a military standpoint they 
would certainly be ready on November 6th, but that perhaps that date 
might be a little early for the Commissions. 

M. Picuon proposed the 10th instead of the 6th. 

(This proposal was adopted) 

(It was decided: 

that the draft note to the German Government, prepared by the 
Drafting Committee, relative to putting the Treaty into force, be 


approved, and that the German Government be asked to send repre- 
sentatives to be in Paris on the 10th, and not on the 6th, of November, 


1919. (See Appendix “B”).) 


3. (The Council had before it a draft Protocol, prepared by the 
Drafting Committee (See Appendix “C”).)* 
M. Fromagzor read and commented upon the draft 


por | | 
sna prepared by the Drafting Committee, and remarked 
peas that there was occasion to modify the draft on the 
Germanys following points: 

Obligations (1) Page 1, point 3 : Eliminate in the second line 
the German | me word immediately and add after the words, “in 
the Armistice ussian Territory the words, “as soon as the Allies 


judge opportune. 


2 Appendix B is not the draft but the final text of the note. 

> HD-79, minute 1, p. 830. 

* Appendix © is the final text of the protocol. The English text of the draft 
protocol cannot be found in the Department files. A translation, by the editors, of 
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(2) Page 1, point 4: Substitute the word, “coercive” for the word, 
“consecutive.” ' 

(3) Page 1, point 5: Substitute the word “fiduciary” for the word, 
“judicial.” g 

(4) Page 2, point 6: Add to the end of the paragraph, “destruction 
in the North Sea of certain submarines on their way to England to be 


handed over.” , 
(5) Page 3, point 11: Add to the end of the paragraph, “and various 
other merchant vessels.” 


the French text (Paris Peace Conf. 185.182/153) reads as follows (the page num- 
bers of the original are given in brackets) : 


[1] 
Draft Protocol 


At the very time of proceeding to the first deposit of ratifications of the Peace 
Treaty, it was ascertained that the following obligations which Germany had 
agreed to execute, in the Armistice Conventions and the complementary agree- 
ments, have not received full satisfaction, viz: 


1st. Armistice Convention of November 11, 1918, Clause VII: Obligation 
of delivering within a period of thirty-one days ending on December 11, 1918, 
5,000 locomotives and 150,000 cars. Forty-two locomotives and 4,460 cars 
are still to be delivered. 

2d. Armistice Convention of November 11, 1918, Clause IX: Obligation of 
the cost of the troops of occupation. The reimbursements have not been 
made. 

8d. Armistice Convention of November 11, 1918, Clause XII: Obligation of 
withdrawing immediately within the frontiers of Germany, the German 
troops which are in Russian territory. 

This withdrawal of troops has not been as yet executed, in spite of the 
reiterated injunctions of August 27, September 27, and October 10, 1919. 

4th. Armistice Convention of November 11, 1918, Clause XIV: Obligation 
to discontinue immediately all requisitions, seizures or consecutive meas- 
ures in Russian territory. The German troops continue to use these 
measures. 

5th. Armistice Convention of November 11, 1918, Clause XIX: Obliga- 
tion of immediately delivering all documents, specie, securities (transfer- 
able and judicial, together with ey for issue thereof) concerning public 

[ 


or private interests in the invaded countries. The complete statements of 
the specie and securities removed, collected, or confiscated by the Germans 
in the invaded countries, have not been delivered. 
6th. Armistice Convention of November 11, 1918, Clause XXII: Obliga- 
tion of delivering all German submarines. Destruction of the German sub- 
marine UC-48, off Ferrol, by order of her German Commander. 
7th. Armistice Convention of November 11, 1918, Clause XXIII: Obliga- 
tion of maintaining in the Allied ports the German battleships designated 
by the Allied and Associated Powers, these ships being destined to be sub- 
sequently delivered; Clause XXXI: Obligatfon of not destroying any ships 
Pee delivery—on June 21, 1919, destruction at Scapa Flow of the said 
ships. 
8th. Protocol of December 17, 1918, annexed to the Clauses of the Armi- 
stice of December 13, 1919: Obligation of restoring all works of art and 
artistic documents removed from France and Belgium. All works of art 
which were transported into unoccupied Germany have not been restored. 
9th. Armistice Convention of January 16, 1919, Clause III and Protocol 
392/I, additional Clause III, of July 25, 1919: Obligation of delivering 
agricultural implements in lieu of the supplementary railroad material 
provided for in tables.1: and 2 annexed to the Protocol of Spa, of December 
17, 1918. The following were not delivered on the date fixed (October 1, 
1919): 40 “Heucke” plowing outfits; all the personnel necessary to 
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(6) Page 4: Add to the end of the second paragraph, “and the 
destruction in the North Sea of certain submarines on their way to 
England to be handed over.” 

(7) Page 4, point 2: Add to the end of the paragraph “also the three 
submarine engines of U—146, which still remained to be delivered in 
reparation for submarines destroyed in the North Sea.” 





operate the apparati, all the spades ; 1,500 shovels, 1,180 plows T. M. 23/26; 
1,765 plows T. F. 18/21; 1,512 plows T. F. 23/26; 629 Belgian plows T. F. 
Om 20; 1,205 Belgian plows T. F. ea 26; 4,282 harrows of 2k.500; 2,157 


] 

pee ay To srt 966 fertilizer spreaders 2m 50; 1,608 fertilizer spreaders 

m 50. 

10th. Armistice Convention of January 16, 1919, Clause VI: Obligation 
of restoring the industrial material removed from French and Belgian 
territories. All this material has not been restored. 

11th. Armistice Convention of January 16, 1919, Clause VIII: Obliga- 
tion of placing the entire German Merchant Fleet at the disposal of the 
Allied and Associated Powers. The following have not been delivered: 14 
tankers, total tonnage of 63,143, lying at Hamburg; five steamers, total 
tonnage of 62,456, lying at Bremerhaven, Geestemiinde, and Bremen; all 
of which were to be surrendered in the Firth of Forth. 

12th. Protocols of the Brussels Conference of March 13th and 14th, 1919: 
Obligation of not exporting any war material of any nature. HExportation 
of aerial material to Sweden, Holland, Denmark. 


A certain number of the above unexecuted stipulations were renewed by the 
Treaty of June 28, 1919, the going into force of which will of right render appli- 
cable the sanctions provided for. This applies, in particular, to the various pay- 
ments in kind stipulated as reparation. 

On the other hand, the question of the evacuation of the Baltic Provinces 
was the object of an exchange of notes and decisions, which are in course of 
execution. The Allied and ae holon expressly confirm the contents 


of their notes, the execution of which Germany, by the present Protocol, agrees 
to carry out loyally and strictly. 

Lastly, the Allied and Associated Powers cannot overlook, without sanction, 
the other infractions committed against the Armistice Conventions, and violations 
as serious as the destruction of the German Fleet at Scapa Flow and the destruc- 
tion of the submarine UC—48 off Ferrol. 

Consequently, Germany agrees: 


ist) To deliver within a period of ten days, from the date of the present 
PYOLOCG] eae. se hess as reparation for the destruction of the German Fleet 
at Scapa Flow. 

2d) To deliver within the same period, the machinery and engines of the 
submarines U-137, UT-46 [sic], and U-150, as reparation for the destruction 
of the submarine UC-48. 

3d) To pay to the Allied and Associated Governments, the value of the 
exported aerial material, according to the estimate that will be made by the 
President of the Aerial Control Commission as provided for in Article 210 
of the Treaty of Peace, and within five days following the notification of 
this estimate. 

4th) To make within a period of 10 days from the date of the present 
protocol, reimbursement with 10 percent interest for the cost of the troops 
of occupation. ; 

5th) To effect, within the same period, the delivery of the 42 locomotives 
and 4,460 cars in accordance with clause VII of the Armistice Convention 
of November 11, 1918. 15] 


In case Germany should not fulfill these obligations within the time above 
specified, the Allied and Associated Powers reserve the right to have recourse to 
any coercive measures, military or other, which they may deem appropriate. 

Done in Paris.......... 1919. 
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He explained that in point 1 of Page 1 they had mentioned an 
interval of thirty-one days expiring December 11th, 1918. Was this 
exact? 

Marsua Foor said it was not quite right; the time limit had been 
exceeded by mutual consent and in consequence of various agreements. 
There was no need to mention it. On the other hand, he considered 
that as regarded handing over of rolling stock, the Germans had not, 
properly speaking, committed any real violation of the Armistice. 
There had been certain slowness of execution. It would be a mistake 
therefore to treat as equally serious the nonfulfilment of that clause 
and specific violations of the Armistice like the Scapa Flow incident 
and the nonevacuation of the Baltic Provinces. It would perhaps 
be better to mention in the beginning of the note the more important 
questions, and to consider secondary violations in a final paragraph. 

M. Fromageor said that they had followed the order of the clauses 
of the Armistice conventions; obviously that might be modified.. From 
a legal point of view, on the other hand, he felt obliged to remark 
that the fact of an obligation being in course of fulfilment did not 
prevent their considering it unexecuted. 

MarsuHat Foon thought that it would be sufficient to say that, on 
that point, the Allied and Associated Powers had not received full 
satisfaction. He wished to repeat, in that case, that there was no 
formal violation of the Armistice, and that it would be well not to 
confuse in the same category formal violations and incomplete 
execution. 

M. Brrtuetot said it had seemed advantageous to make a complete 
enumeration, but he wished to remark that, in the last part, they had 
to take into account the arguments the Marshal had in mind, and that, 
doubtless, it would be sufficient to omit in that last part, paragraphs 
Nos. 4 and 5 of page 4. 

M. PicHon summed up that they were agreed to modify the first 
paragraph of page 1 in the following manner: “The obligations, etc., 
have not been carried out, or have not received full satisfaction.” 

(This suggestion was adopted) 

Marsa Focus wished to remark that as for point 2, they could not 
reproach the Germans with not having made the reimbursement of 
the upkeep expenses of the troops of occupation, for the simple reason 
that they had not yet told them the total amount of these expenses. 
It would therefore be better to omit the paragraph. 

M. Berruetor thought it was all the easier, as the obligation was 
covered by the Treaty. 

M. Picuon concluded that the Council decided to omit this para- 
graph. 

M. Fromaceor stated that with regard to Germany’s obligation to 
deliver documents, specie, valuables carried away by her troops, they 
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had not felt in a position to mention the valuables removed from the 
prisoners’ camps, as the Minister of Finance had demanded, because 
the Armistice did not speak of it. 

Mr. Pork thought that, although he did not suppose that his Naval 
Experts would raise objections on the point, he wished to make a 
reservation on point 6 of the Committee’s draft. Similarly, he felt 
he must make a reservation on point 11 of the draft, concerning the 
handing over of the fourteen tank vessels which had been demanded. 
He believed, further, that on this point it might be possible to find 
a text which would satisfy at once the American Delegation on the 
one hand, and the British and the French on the other. 

M. Berrruecor stated they had already taken care to avoid a text 
which appeared to imply a decision by the American Government on 
property in these vessels. 

Mr. Porx added that the American Government did not consider 
that the demand for the handing over of those tank vessels could be 
maintained. 

M. Berruexor wished to remark that the Supreme Council had taken 
a decision on the subject,® namely that a German obligation existed 
although, as between the Allies, the question might be examined anew. 

Mr. Potx did not wish to raise, at that time, the question in its en- 
tirety, but could not help remarking that if the decision which M. 
Berthelot recalled, had not been taken, there would not have been a 
violation of the Armistice, in that case, on the part of the Germans. 
He was hoping that the Drafting Committee would prepare a text 
which would permit of an agreement. 

M. Henry Bzrencer stated that they did not at that time have to 
examine the question of real property in the tank ships, nor what was 
the legal position of the Deutsch-Amerikanische Petroleum Gesell- 
schaft. That was a question which belonged to the Reparations Com- 
mission; for the moment the question was: why had the ships which 
had been demanded in virtue of certain clauses of the Armistice, not 
been delivered, especially at a time when tonnage and fuel were every- 
where the universal need. He thought the British Delegation be- 
lieved, as he did, that there was there a real obstruction on the part of 
Germany. 

Mr. Pox thought that the question before this meeting was to revise 
the protocol and not to discuss in its entirety the question of the tank 
ships which, however, he was ready to discuss. He simply wished to 
make a reservation, and he was convinced that the Drafting Committee 
would manage to agree on a text which would not bring up the whole 
question. 

Mr. Bertuetor said that a distinction should be made between the 
two points: 1st, the attitude of the Allies towards the Germans: the 
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Germans had been asked to deliver the ships, they ought to doit. 2nd, 
if the Supreme Council had several times decided that the tank ships 
were to be sent to the Firth of Forth it was no longer a matter of set- 
tling the question in substance; and discussion remained possible as 
between the Allies and America. But it was important to introduce 
in the protocol a clause! If they were not to do so they would unin- 
tentionally be deciding the question in substance and to the advantage 
of Germany. 

Mr. Porx thought that the remarks of M. Berthelot were probably 
true, but as time was short, he would for the moment confine himself 
to making a reservation. 

M. Ciemenceav concluded that it was understood, then, that the 
protocol would contain a clause on that subject, but for the moment 
the Council decided to reserve the text. 

Sir Eyre Crows asked with regard to point No. 12 of the Com- 
mittee’s draft whether it would not be advisable to examine it at the 
same time as the draft reply to the German note of October 10th 
[12th] ® on the sale of Aeronautical matériel which figured on the 
agenda of that morning. 

M. Fromaceor thought that the question would present itself more 
profitably a little later. He would have some observations to make 
which would satisfy the technical experts; and at that time could 
also be examined the draft reply which Sir Eyre Crowe mentioned. 
He added that, following point No. 12, it would be right to alter 
the text of the paragraph beginning with the words, “A certain 
number of stipulations, etc”; it should read: “Unexecuted or incom- 
pletely executed stipulations” so as to take into account the observa- 
tions offered some time before by Marshal Foch. 

M. Ciemenceav said that they then had to decide what repara- 
tions they were going to exact for the Scapa Flow incident. 

Caprain Fuurer pointed out that the Naval Experts had not been 
able to come to an agreement. The Representative of the United 
States had made a reservation on the subject of floating docks that 
ought to be exacted. 

Commanpant Lx Vavassrur stated that he for his part had sub- 
mitted—and his British, Italian and Japanese colleagues were of 
the same opinion—that it was inadvisable to specify the percentage 
of large and small docks that ought to be demanded for the tonnage 
that was to be replaced. They had thought it sufficient to fix only 
the total, leaving it to the Commission of Naval Control to make 
the choice. The American Delegate alone had been of a different 
opinion. 


° Appendix A to HD-78, pp. 811, 816. 
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CommanpantT Lz Vavasseour repeated that they had all been agreed 
upon the principle that the handing over of Naval matériel ought to 
be demanded and agreed also upon the amount of tonnage that 
should be claimed as reparation. Their difference existed in the 
proportion as between large and small docks. 

Carrain Funier agreed that was the situation. 

Mr. Poix wished to ask for what reason they could not specify 
at this time the proportion of great docks and small docks to be 
delivered. 

Carrain Futuer replied that it was because this raised the ques- 
tion of the docks at Dantzig, for it was at Dantzig that two of the 
biggest docks Germany possessed were situated. 

Mr. Potx said that, in the absence of his naval experts, it was diffi- 
cult for him to take a decision. He felt, however, as he had already 
stated to the Council, that this question brought up the problem of 
the extent of Germany’s ability to make reparation, and for that reason 
came within the province of the Reparations Commission; he confined 
himself to making a reservation and proposed that the discussion be 
resumed that afternoon. (This proposal was adopted.) 

M. Fromaceor wished to draw the attention of the Council to the 
third obligation which the protocol imposed on Germany, to take 
into account the remarks which had been presented to the Committee 
by technical experts. They, therefore, proposed to alter the text 
which the Council had before it in the following manner: 


“third—to make over to the Allied and Associated Governments the 
value of the Aeronautical matériel which had been exported, accord- 


ing to the decision that would be given, and the estimate made or 
notified by the President of the Commission on Aeronautical Control, 
as provided in article 210 of the Treaty of Peace, before the 3ist 
January, 1920”. 


It was the President of the Commission who would decide whether 
the exported matériel were civil or military, and who as a result of 
that decision, would determine the sum that Germany ought to pay. 

M. Scratosa remarked that the notification to Germany would be 
made by the President, but that the decision would have to be taken 
by the Commission itself. 

M. Fromacror explained that the technical experts had agreed that 
the President be trusted with the power of deciding whether the 
matériel in question were civil or military. 

Caprarn Roper stated that the Supreme Council had had to make 
a decision on this point on the 29th September (H. D. 63),’ on the 
point being raised by the British Delegation. In the text prepared by 
the British Delegation the President had been mentioned, but in their 


™Minute 2, p. 430. 
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minds it was clear that the President was merely the interpreter of 
the Commission. 

M. Berruexor added that this meant the decision of the Commission 
as notified by the President. 

M. Cremenceav explained that of course the Commission could 
always delegate its powers to the President. 

M. Fromacgeor made the comment that the two following para- 
graphs, Nos. 4 and 5 on page 4, ought to be omitted in the light of the 
explanations just offered by Marshal Foch, but that the Drafting 
Committee thought that there was still ground for adding to the final 
paragraph the following phrase which was dictated by the analogous 
terms of paragraph 18 of the annex to part VIII of the Treaty; 
“Germany pledges itself not to consider these measures as acts of war.” 

M. Cremenceav did not think this a very happy addition. What 
were they going to do if Germany should refuse to sign that phrase. 

Marswat Foo announced himself quite hostile to that phrase. 

M. Scratosa wished to raise another question. In his opinion 
it would be well to ask the Germans to come armed with full pow- 
ers to sign the Protocol, but expressly on the understanding that 
that Protocol would not be still subject to ratification by the National 
Assembly. Were they not to take this precaution they would expose 
themselves to the anomaly that the Treaty would have come into 
force while the protocol was in the air; for certain articles of the 
German Constitution left it an open question whether the docu- 
ment that they wished to have the German representative sign 
would be valid without ratification by the legislative authorities. 

M..Fromacgot wished to point out that in their draft note it was 
stated on Page 2* that the German representative who was to sign 
the protocol must be armed with full powers. 

M. Scratosa explained that this meant full powers to sign, but 
it was necessary that this signature should hold Germany without 
ratification. 

M. Fromacerot thought it would be sufficient to modify the first 
paragraph on Page 2 of the draft note in the following manner: 


“The German Government is therefore asked to give to the Ger- 
man representatives, authorized to sign the procés-verbal for the 
deposit of ratifications, full powers to sign at the same time the 
protocol of which a copy is hereto attached and which provides 
without further delay for this settlement.” 


(It was decided: 


to approve the draft Protocol prepared by the Drafting Com- 
mittee (See Appendix “C”) to be signed by a representative of the 
German Government upon the deposit of ratifications of the Treaty 
of Peace, with the following modifications: 


* See final text of note, appendix B, p. 863. 
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(1) Page 1, paragraph 1: “The obligations have not been exe- 
cuted or have not been entirely fulfilled.” 

(2) Page 1, paragraph 2: Eliminate the words, “within a period 
of thirty[-one] days ending on December 11, 1919 [1918].” 

(3) Page 1, paragraph 3: This paragraph to be entirely eliminated. 
_ (4) Page 1, paragraph 4: Eliminate in the second line the word, 
“immediately” and add to the fourth line the words, “as soon as 
the Allies judge opportune.” 

(5) Page 1, paragraph 6: In the third line substitute the word, 
“coercive” for “consecutive”. 

(6) Page 1, paragraph 7: In the third line substitute the word, 
“fiduciary” for the word, “judicial”. 

(7) Page 2, paragraph 2: Add at the end of this paragraph the 
words, “and the destruction in the North Sea of certain submarines 
on their way to England to be handed over”. 

(8) Page 2, paragraph 3: This clause is provisionally reserved. 

(9) Page 2, paragraph 4: line 1, substitute for, “Clauses of the 
Armistice”, “Armistice Convention”. 

(10) Page 3, paragraph 3: The first part of this paragraph is 
reserved, and at the end thereof are to be added the words, “and 
various other merchant vessels”. 

(11) Page 3, paragraph 5: Between the words, “unexecuted” and 
“stipulations” insert the words, “or incompletely executed”. 

(12) Page 4, paragraph 2: Add at the end of this paragraph, “and 
the destruction in the North Sea of certain submarines on their way 
to England to be handed over”. 

(13) The next paragraph was reserved provisionally. 

(14) Page 4, paragraph 4: This paragraph to be modified so as to 
read: “To deliver within a period of ten days, from the date of the 
signature of the present Protocol, the machinery and engines of sub- 
marines U-137, U-138, and U-150 by way of reparation for the de- 
struction of submarine UC—J48, as well as of the three engines of sub- 
marine U—46, which still remained to be delivered in reparation for the 
submarines destroyed in the North Sea.” 

(15) Change paragraph 5 on Page 4, to read: “. . . . according to 
the decision that will be taken, the estimate made and modified [notz- 
fied | by the Aeronautic Control Commission as provided for in Article 
210 of the Treaty of Peace and before January 31, 1920.” 

(16) To omit the two last paragraphs of the same page. 


It was further decided: 


that on account of the changes made in the Protocol, the first para- 
graph on page 2 of the draft note to the German Government should 
be modified in the following manner: 


“The German Government is therefore asked to give to the German 
representatives authorized to sign the procés-verbal for the deposit of 
ratifications, full powers to sign at the same time the Protocol of which 
a copy is hereto attached and which provides without further delay 
for this settlement.” 


4, (The Council had before it a draft reply prepared by the French 
Delegation (See Appendix “D”).) 
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Sm Eyre Crowe proposed to refer this draft back 
prett Replys) to the Drafting Committee for examination, and also 


ae nee to state whether the text thereof agreed with the 
Aeronpatical resolutions which had just been taken. 
(This proposition was adopted) 


(It was decided: 


(1) to refer back to the Drafting Committee the draft reply to the 
note from the German Government dated October 12th.° (See Ap- 
pendix “D”.) , . 

(2) that the Drafting Committee would decide whether the note 
and the protocol which the Allied and Associated Powers had decided 
to send, did not render superfluous the sending of that specific reply.) 


5. (The Council had before it the report from the Central Terri- 
torial Committee concerning the Serbo-Bulgarian frontier (See Ap- 
pendix “E”), and a draft reply from the same Com- 


Belearien mittee to the Bulgarian note concerning Thrace (See 
Counter- 5 ; 

Propositions. Appendix wy ).) 

SPtke Dobrudja M. Larocue explained that the Committee had not 
Becreiae been able toagree. Although it was unanimous, as far 
Frontier) 


as Thrace was concerned, in refusing the Bulgarian 
claims, on the contrary, a disagreement existed on two other points. 
Two delegations, the American and the Italian, were of the opinion 
that there should be a modification of the Serbo-Bulgarian frontier 
line as it was defined in the conditions of Peace, in two places, namely 
in the region of Tsaribrod and in the region of Bossiligrad. On the 
contrary, the three other Delegations were of the opinion that the 
original conditions should remain. With regard to the Dobrudja, the 
Committee was equally divided. On September 5,1° the Supreme 
Council had decided to examine the question of the Dobrudja when 
it would reply to the Bulgarian propositions. At the preceding meet- 
ing#* Sir Eyre Crowe had proposed that they should confine them- 
selves to answering the Bulgarians that the question should not come 
up in a Treaty between Bulgaria and the Allied and Associated 
Powers, but the American and Italian Delegations insisted that the 
question should be examined anew: As far as they were concerned, 
the question was bound up with that of the Serbian frontier. That 
was the opinion of the majority of the Commission. In justification of 
the changes which they proposed to make in the conditions of Peace, 
the American and Italian Delegations laid stress on arguments which 
were already known, and they also emphasized the feeling which was 
being shown in Bulgaria, they were afraid that the decision of the 
Conference would leave behind them lasting marks of resentment. 
° Appendix A to HD-78, pp. 811, 816. 


* HD-48, minute 2, p. 116. 
* HD-79, minute 4, p. 837. 
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These arguments were not of sufficient value for the majority. The 
Majority as a matter of fact, pointed out that the Serbian Delegation 
was familiar with the Peace conditions: Should the Council change 
them at the last minute, the Serbian Allies would be the ones to 
experience that feeling referred to by the minority Delegations. The 
majority was of the opinion that the reasons which had modified the 
line of the former Serbo-Bulgarian frontier were still good: they 
had wished to protect in the Vranje region the Belgrade—-Salonika 
railroad from a Bulgarian aggression; indeed, it should not be for- 
gotten that it was in that region, and by reason of the proximity of the 
railroad to the former frontier, the Bulgarian attack had_be- 
gun in 1915. 

Mr. Potx wished to remark that as far as the Dobrudja was con- 
cerned, he thought it might be sufficient to insert a phrase on the 
subject in the covering letter; that the Allied and Associated Powers 
would declare, for instance, that the time had not come to discuss 
the question. Should the majority insist, he would not oppose him- 
self to that decision, but he wished to state that he would have to make 
a formal reservation in the name of the American Government. The 
Dobrudja might become a cause of future war in the Balkans, and 
America would have some difficulty in interfering in a conflict which 
might be brought about by that question. He therefore wished to 
ask that this reservation be set forth upon the record: that the Amer- 
ican Delegation would prefer the insertion in the covering letter of 
a line stating that the matter would be taken up with Roumania. 
Was the Supreme Council hostile to this solution? He did not wish 
to hide the fact that it seemed to him a great pity, at a time when 
they were guaranteeing the protection of Minorities, to go against 
the rights of these Minorities in the Dobrudja. 

M. Picnon remarked that the Treaty of 1913 which had decided 
the future of the Dobrudja was prior to the war; there was no reason 
why they should change it as far as Roumania was concerned. 

M. Scratosa did not wish to insist that the question of the 
Dobrudja should be taken up, but he, however, thought that it could 
very well be said that it did not concern the Treaty with Bulgaria. 

Mr. Poxx reiterated the fact that he did not ask for the insertion 
of a disposition to that effect in the Treaty itself, nor even for the 
addition of a phrase in their reply to the Bulgarian counter-propo- 
sitions; he was only asking that some words to that effect might be 
put in the covering letter. 

M. Ciemenceav thought this amounted to the same thing; such a 
phrase would be offering a pretext for war. 


“Treaty of peace between Bulgaria, Greece, Montenegro, Roumania, and 
Serbia, July 28 (August 10), 1913, British and Foreign State Papers, vol. CVU, p. 


658. 
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M. Larocue continued his comment, and said that in the region of 
Tsaribrod, the Serbians had asked for a rectification of frontiers as 
far as the Dragoman Pass which protected Sofia. The Conference 
did not wish to go so far, but they had to point out that there was 
a series of mountain railways which in that region converged on 
Pirot and which consequently were the roads leading to Nisch; that 
was the traditional road of the Bulgarian invasions. It had appeared 
to them that there was reason for giving to the Serbians the strategic 
key of that road: indeed Serbia did not have any more claims to set 
up against Bulgaria, and therefore it was right to believe that there 
would be no further ambition to satisfy in that direction. On the 
contrary, Bulgaria would not cease to claim Serbian territories and 
on that side, the reasons for aggression subsisted. As a matter of 
fact the rectification of frontiers in question would only have the 
effect of passing approximately 20,000 inhabitants under Serbian 
authority. 

M. Larocuz stated that the report of the Minority had been dis- 
tributed and that he was ready to read it. 

Mr. Potx wished to bring out certain points: first, should they con- 
sider the text of their first Peace conditions as intangible? Secondly, 
when the question had come up for the first time, M. Tardieu had told 
them that it was only a matter of 7,000 Bulgarians being turned over 
to Serbian authority. On verifying these figures, it was found that asa 
matter of fact, it was a total of nearly 42,000 Bulgarians being turned 
over as against 93 Serbian inhabitants. The only possible justification 
for this proposed change was to give the Serbians the means to attack 
Sofia without being stopped by any intermediary obstacles. He, there- 
fore urged the Supreme Council to think over the consequences entailed 
in a decision which meant the handing over of 40,000 Bulgarians to the 
Serbians, so as to facilitate a Serbian attack upon Sofia. Even in 
Serbia the wisest people had seen that this would be a mistake which 
would make more difficult their mission of conciliation. He did not 
wish, however, to retard in any way the hour of Peace, but he felt it 
was his duty to express a very definite protest on this question. 

M. Larocue wished to answer Mr. Polk’s arguments by stating 
briefly that 40,000 Bulgarians in a total population of 4,000,000 inhab- 
itants did not represent a very large figure. ‘They had not left Sofia 
without protection since they had let the Bulgarians keep the Drago- 
man Pass which formed a defensive strategic position of the greatest 
value; and should it be found correct that they had ensured advan- 
tages to the Serbians, the reason was that they were convinced it was 
the Bulgarians who would attack. A concession at Tsaribrod would 
not make the Bulgarians forget either Stroumitza or Monastir. 

M. ScraLosa agreed with the American thesis. The arguments of 
the majority, as a matter of fact, did not seem convincing in the least. 
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The ethnographic question was a clear one: This was a question of a 
population purely Bulgarian, of a territory which was Bulgarian by 
its nature and history. The only argument which had been invoked 
was that of the railway; on this point, he wished to bring their atten- 
tion to the fact that there were other points on which the Serbo-Bul- 
garian frontier came nearer thereto than in the Bossiligrad region. 
Why then base upon the existence of a railroad the determination of 
a frontier? From the military standpoint, they could no more give 
Serbia the means of invading Bulgaria than give Bulgaria the means 
of invading Serbia. If Serbia had legitimate fears, one might, to 
allay these impose on Bulgaria the disarmament of the entrenched 
camp of Slivnitza. The truth was that Serbia wished to have an open 
door on Sofia. They ought to be working to insure equilibrium; they 
should not admit the violation of those very principles of peace which 
they were striving to establish. There would always be causes for war, 
it was not for them to try and bring them about. It was clear that 
Bulgaria would never admit that the Serbs get an open road to Sofia. 
Lastly, he wished to remark that the text which they had communi- 
cated to the Serbs was only a draft, and that they had a perfect right 
to change it. 

M. Larocue stated that at the present time, from a strategic 
point of view, the Serbs were in a position of clear inferiority. It 
was the line of the present frontier which had allowed in 1915 
the Bulgarian invasion. The Peace conditions which they had 
handed to Bulgaria, at the same time as to all their Allies, were 
more than a simple draft. They would be taking a very serious 
responsibility should they modify these conditions. As for the 
disarmament of Slivnitza, which M. Scialoja proposed, this would 
appear to the Bulgarians as much more serious than the loss of 
Tsaribrod. 

Mr. Bowman resumed the arguments of the minority as follows: 
First, he thought it was useless to reinforce the feelings of recipro- 
cal hostility between the Bulgarians and the Serbs; secondly, the 
minority did not consider that reasons existed to foresee an invasion 
of Serbia by the Bulgarians. Bulgaria was vanquished, and the 
Treaty disarmed her as well on land as on sea. Precautions had 
been taken to prevent her reorganizing an army; under these con- 
ditions she could not think of starting a new war for a long time. 
It was correct that in the Bossiligrad region, the railroad was at a 
distance of about ten miles from the frontier. It was proposed to 
withdraw this frontier to twice this distance, although the popu- 
lation was entirely Bulgarian; the minority would consent to accept 
this modification, but the case of Tsaribrod was entirely different. 
The frontier on that point formed a salient which protected the 
railroad, and on the other hand, in the southwest, on a point where 
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they had been asked to rectify the line, the frontier came much 
nearer to the railroad. The American and Italian Delegations were 
aware of the fact that if one wished to modify the frontier line, the 
new line as proposed was a good one, but the question was whether 
such modification was necessary. They still thought that no suffi- 
cient reasons were adduced to justify such a change; and when, on 
the other hand, they pointed out that this was the question of great- 
est interest to Bulgarian opinion, that it would likewise in itself 
be sufficient to prevent a rapprochement between Serbia and Bul- 
garia; that further the draft proposed to them was even opposed by 
influential men in Serbia, they deemed it their duty to maintain their 
conclusions. 

Sir Eyre Crowe stated that Mr. Polk was perfectly right in say- 
ing that the Peace conditions which they had handed to the Bul- 
garians were not inalterable. Any modification was difficult when 
it bore upon a question which had been discussed for many months 
and which had been the result of compromise. As a matter of fact 
the only new point brought up at this meeting was more complete 
statistical information. All the other arguments had already been 
discussed, and he admitted that in the first Commission, all the mili- 
tary experts had agreed that the proposed frontier did not give the 
Serbians offensive military advantages, but only defensive. They were 
now told that the idea of protecting a railroad had no sense, and that 
a strategical argument could never be adduced as against an ethnical 
one; he would point out that the Yugo-Slavs had said the same thing 
about the line proposed for the new Italo-Slav frontier. In prepar- 
ing the treaties, they had had to make compromises on all points. 
Why maintain that in this question particularly principles were 
sacred? Would it not be wiser to stand by the clauses on which they 
had agreed? They were as a matter of fact assured that the Bulgarian 
Delegation would sign the Treaty in any event: on the contrary the 
conversations he had had with the Serbs had convinced him that if 
they were to make concessions to Bulgaria so as to facilitate in Sofia 
a signature which appeared certain, they were running the risk of 
having the whole treaty jeopardised at Belgrade. The Serbian Dele- 
gation which had arrived in Paris was in a difficult situation: it was 
ready to sign the Treaty with Austria. If this new sacrifice were 
imposed on Serbia, would the delegation still be able to sign? Their 
common desire was to sign Peace as soon as possible. They were 
sure to have the Bulgarian signature; ought they to jeopardise the 
Serbian signature? 

M. Pronon wished only to add one word to Sir Eyre Crowe’s 
statement. The Serbian Delegates had told him that a concession 
would mean for certain political men a decisive argument in favor 
of the refusal of Serbia’s signature. On the other hand, the inten- 
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tions of Mr. Trumbic were conciliatory. Had the Bulgarians de- 
served that the Allies should bully the Serbs? He did not think so. 

Mr. Potx wished to rectify on one point the statements of Sir Eyre 
Crowe: the American and Italian experts had never accepted the new 
line of frontier, they had always pointed out its dangers. The new 
line was not the work of the Commission, the Supreme Council alone 
had decided in its favor.* He did not wish to complicate a difficult 
situation and he accepted that the Council should maintain its former 
decision, but in that case he felt it his duty to protest, to point out once 
more the dangers of such a decision, and to repeat that this decision 
was made against the advice of the American Delegation. The Amer- 
ican Delegation did not wish to assume any responsibility whatso- 
ever in the event of future conflicts which this decision might bring 
about. 

M. Sctatosa wished to associate himself with Mr. Polk’s declaration. 

(The meeting then adjourned.) 


Horen pr Crition, Paris, November 1, 1919. 


Appendix A to HD-80 


Note by the British Delegation for Submission to the Supreme 
Council 


On July 18th the Council of Five passed certain resolutions. 
(Attached Appendix A.) From these resolutions it will be seen 
that the General Officer Commanding the British troops in Con- 
stantinople and Asia Minor, other than Syria, was appointed 
Commander-in-Chief of the Allied Forces in those parts. As Com- 
mander-in-Chief, he was given the specific duty of demarcating a 
line beyond which neither Greek nor Italian troops were to be 
permitted to move. It would appear that the fact of this officer’s 
appointment as Commander-in-Chief was not communicated to the 
Allied troops, as will be seen from the following telegrams :— 


1. The British Commander-in-Chief, Constantinople, reported to 
the War Office on September 23rd that the Chief of the French 
Staff had informed his British liaison officer that no intimation had 
been received from the French Government that General Milne had 
been appointed to the command of the Allied troops in Asia Minor. 

2. On the 26th October General Milne reported that for the last 
two months he had been endeavouring to obtain from the General 
commanding the Italian troops in Asia Minor a line of demarcation 
between the Italian and Turkish troops as directed in the instruc- 
tions referred to above. In a letter to General Milne, dated Sep- 


_ * FM-16, minute 1 (d), vol. xv, pp. 716, 720. 
*“HD-10, minute 4, vol. vu, p. 194. 
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tember 30th, the Italian General definitely states that he has no 
knowledge of instructions in the above quoted telegram regarding 
a line of demarcation between the Italian and Turkish Forces. 

General Milne therefore states that so long as the Italian General 
declines to acknowledge his authority, he is unable to take any action 
in conformity with the orders of the Supreme Council, and that he 
cannot accept the responsibility put upon him. 


The British Government, therefore, requests that General Milne’s 
status may be communicated by the respective Governments of the 
Allied and Associated Powers to their subordinates in Constan- 
tinople and Asia Minor. 


98/10/19 
Appendix A 


Following resolutions were passed by Council of Five on July 
18th, 1919. 


1. Resolved that the Conference shall communicate to the Turkish 
Government their intention of immediately marking out the limiting 
lines beyond which neither Greek nor Italian troops will be permit- 
ted to move, all rights secured to the Allies under the Armistice 
being of course reserved. The Turkish Government is required to 
withdraw its troops to a position which will be determined by the 
Commander-in-Chief. 

The Turkish Government shall be at the same time informed that 
the limiting lines above referred to, have no relation to the ulti- 
mate territorial arrangements which will be imposed by the Peace 
Conference. 

2. The Commander-in-Chief of the forces belonging to the Allied 
and Associated Powers in the Asiatic possessions of Turkey shall 
be directed to send officers who, after communicating with the Senior 
Naval Officer at Smyrna and the Italian and Greek Generals, shall 
fix the military lines above referred to. 

3. Any future movement of the Allied forces shall be under the 
supreme direction of the Commander-in-Chief who is responsible 
to the Conference for military operations in the Asiatic portion of 
the Turkish Empire. 


The Council also approved on July 18th the following agreement 
between Italian Minister for Foreign Affairs and M. Venizelos which 
had been reached as a result of discussions between them authorised 
by Council of Five — 


The line of division between the Greek and Italian occupations in 
Asia Minor begins from the mouth of the river K. Menderez: thence 
it will follow the course of the river up to the Ayassoluk—Scala—Nova 
road: thence it will follow the line of the Greek occupation of Ayas- 
soluk and old Ephesus. 

From old Ephesus it will follow a line at an average distance of 
600 meters from the railway Smyrna—Aidin to the west, then to the 
south of the said railway, the line to be fixed on the spot by the Greek 
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and Italian Governments in order to allow the Greek troops to protect 
the railway from sudden attacks from Comitagis. 

The line will then reach the river Muschluk-Deresi which will be 
followed to its junction with the Menderez. 

Thence it will follow the bed of the Menderez to the east as far as 
Keuehk. 

The two Governments agree not to pass beyond the line above 
established. Moreover this occupation has only a provisional character 
corresponding to the actual state of affairs, the consideration of the 
definite regime for these regions being reserved to the Conference. 

Each of the two Governments agrees to afford in the territory which 
it occupies full and complete protection to the co-nationals of the other. 

Instructions will be given to the commands in order that the officers 
of the two armies may maintain towards each other most friendly 
relations. 


Appendix B to HD-80 
Note to German Government 


Novemper 1, 1919. 


By the terms of the final provisions of the Treaty signed at Ver- 
sailles June 28, 1919, it has been stipulated that: 


“A first procés-verbal of the deposit of ratifications will be drawn 
up as soon as the Treaty has been ratified by Germany on the one hand, 
and by three of the Principal Allied and Associated Powers on the 
other hand.” 


The President of the Peace Conference has the honor of calling to 
the attention of the Government that three of the Principal Allied and 
Associated Powers, namely, the British Empire, France and Italy 
have ratified, and Germany on the other hand, having also ratified 
the Treaty, the condition referred to above has been fulfilled. 

The other Allied and Associated Powers who have up to the present 
time made known their ratification are Belgium, Poland and Siam. 

In compliance with the said provisions, and if the various acts neces- 
sary to the coming into force of the Treaty be fulfilled in time, there 
will take place in Paris, at a date which will be announced later and 
notification of which will be given five days in advance, a procés- 
verbal, of the deposit of these ratifications, at which the German Gov- 
ernment is requested to participate. 

The final provisions of the Treaty add: 


“From the date of this first procés-verbal the Treaty will come into 
force between the High Contracting Parties who have ratified it. For 
the determination of all periods of time provided for in the present 
Treaty this date will be the date of the coming into force of the 
Treaty.” 
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The Principal Allied and Associated Powers have decided that the 
Treaty shall not go into force until the execution of the obligations 
which Germany had by the Armistice Convention and the additional 
agreements undertaken to fulfill and which have not received satis- 
faction, shall have been fully carried out. 

The German Government is, therefore, asked to give to the German 
representative, authorized to sign the procés-verbal of the deposit of 
ratifications, also full powers to sign at the same time the Protocol, 
of which a copy is hereto annexed,'® and which provides without 
further delay for this settlement. 

Furthermore, the entry into force of the Treaty involves certain 
consequences which, at the present time, it is important to consider: 


1. The beginning of operations by the Inter-Allied High Commis- 
sion of the Rhineland (Arrangement, Article 2) ; 

2. The beginning of operations by military, naval and air delega- 
tions, at the present time in Germany, as military, naval and air com- 
missions of control (Treaty, Article 203) ; 

3. The beginning of operations by the Reparations Commission ; 
(Treaty, Article 233 and Annex 11, Paragraph 5) ; 

4, Transfer of sovereignty for Memel (Treaty, Article 99) and for 
Dantzig (Treaty, Article 100), resulting in the evacuation of the 
troops and German authorities and the taking possession of these 
territories by the Inter-Allied troops; 

5. Transfer of Government in the Saar Basin (Treaty, Article 49 
and Annex, Paragraph 16) ; 

6. Transfer of temporary Government in the territory of Upper 
Silesia, submitted to a plebiscite (Treaty, Article 88 and Annex, Para- 
graphs 1 and 2); resulting in the evacuation of German troops and 
authorities to be designated by the Commission, and the occupation 
by Inter-Allied troops, as well as the beginning of operations by the 
Comendant: of Government and of Plebiscite in this territory ; 

7. Transfer of temporary administration in the territory of Schles- 
wig submitted to a plebiscite (Treaty, Article 109), resulting in the 
evacuation of German troops and authorities, and the occupation by 
Inter-Allied troops, as well as the beginning of operations by the 
Commission of Administration and of Plebiscite in this territory ; 

8. Beginning of the 15-day period in which must be effected the 
evacuation and the transfer of temporary administrations in the 
territories submitted to a plebiscite; Eastern Prussia, Allenstein 
(Treaty, Article 95) and Eastern Prussia, Marienwerder (Treaty, 
Article 97), resulting in the evacuation of German troops and au- 
thorities, and the occupation by Inter-Allied troops, as well as the 
beginning of operations by the Commissions of Administration and 
of Plebiscite in these territories; 

9. Beginning of the 15-day period in which the Delimitation 
Commissions must begin their operations. 


* Appendix C, infra. 
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The German Government therefore is now invited to send to 
Paris, for November 10th, 1919, duly qualified representatives for 
this purpose, to: 


1. Arrange in agreement with the representatives of the Allied 
and Associated Powers the conditions for the setting up of 
the Commissions of Government, of Administration and of Plebi- 
scite, the handing over of powers, the transfer of services, the entry 
of Inter-Allied troops, the evacuation of German troops, the re- 
placement of the said German authorities and all other measures 
above provided for. 

Attention is now called to the fact that the German authorities 
must leave intact, all service organizations and offices, as well as 
the documents required by the Inter-Allied authorities for the im- 
mediate entry on their duties; and that the German troops must 
also leave intact all the establishments which they occupy. 

9. Agree with the Staff of the Marshal, Commander-in-Chief of 
the Allied and Associated Powers, as to the conditions of transport 
of Inter-Allied troops. 


Appendix C to HD-80 
Protocol 


At the very time of proceeding to the first deposit of ratifications 
of the Peace Treaty, it was ascertained that the following obliga- 
tions which Germany had agreed to execute, in the Armistice Con- 
ventions and the complementary agreements, have not been executed 
or have not received full satisfaction, viz: 


1st.—Armistice Convention of November 11, 1918,° Clause VII: 
Obligation of delivering 5,000 locomotives and 150,000 cars. Forty- 
two locomotives and 4,460 cars are still to be delivered. 

9d.—Armistice Convention of November 11, 1918, Clause XII: 
Obligation of withdrawing within the frontiers of Germany, the 
German troops which are in Russian territory, as soon as the Allies 
judge the time proper. This withdrawal of troops has not been 
as yet executed, in spite of the reiterated injunctions of’ August 
27,27 September 27 * and October 10, 1919. 

3q—Armistice Convention of November 11, 1918, Clause XIV: 
Obligation to discontinue immediately all requisitions, seizures or 
coercive measures in Russian territory. The German troops con- 
tinue to use these methods. 

4th.—Armistice Convention of November 11, 1918, Clause XIX: 
Obligation of immediately delivering all documents, specie, values 
(of property and finance, with all issuing apparatus) ,”° concerning 





aa Ola te Does 

Not found in Department files. 

#8 Appendix E to HD-6€2, p. 419. 

2 T7D)-67, minute 4, and appendices D and E thereto, pp. 586, 546, and 547. 

~The English text of the Armistice reads: “documents, specie, stocks, shares, 
paper money, together with plant for the issue thereof ;” vol. 11, p. 5. 
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public or private interests in the invaded countries. The complete 
statement[s] of the specie and securities removed, collected or con- 
fiscated by the Germans in the invaded countries, have not been 
delivered. 

5th.—Armistice Convention of November 11, 1918, Clause XXII: 
Obligation of delivering all German submarines. Destruction of the 
German submarine U. (. 48, off Ferrol, by order of her German Com- 
mander, and the destruction in the North Sea of certain submarines 
proceeding to England for delivery. 

6th.—Armistice Convention of November 11, 1918, Clause XXIII: 
Obligation of maintaining in the Allied ports the German battleships 
designated by the Allied and Associated Powers, these ships being 
destined to be ulteriorly [subsequently?] delivered; Clause XXXII: 
Obligation of not destroying any ships before delivery—on June 21, 
1919, destruction at Scapa Flow of the said ships. ; 

7th.—Protocol of December 17, 1918, annexed to the Armistice Con- 
vention of December 13, 1918: Obligation of restoring all works of art 
and artistic documents removed from France and Belgium. All works 
of art which were transported into unoccupied Germany have not been 
restored. 

8th—Armistice Convention of January 15 [16], 1919, Clause III 
and Protocol 392/I, additional Clause III, of July 25, 1919: Obligation 
of delivering agricultural implements in lieu of the supplementary 
railroad material provided for in Tables 1 and 2 annexed to the Pro- 
tocol of Spa, of December 17, 1918—The following were not delivered 
on the date fixed (October 1, 1919) : 40 “Heucke” plowing outfits; all 
the personnel necessary to operate the apparati, all the spades; 1,500 
shovels, 1,180 Plows T. M. 23/26; 1,765 plows T. F. 18/21; 1,512 plows 
T. F. 23/26; 629 Belgian plows T. F. 0,m20; 1,205 Belgian plows T. F. 
0 m.26; 4,282 harrows of 2 k.500; 2,157 steel cultivators; 966 fertilizer 
spreaders 2m.50; 1,608 fertilizer spreaders 3m.50. 

9th.—Armistice Convention of January 16, 1919, Clause VI; Obli- 
gation of restoring the industrial material removed from French and 
Belgian territories. All this material has not been restored. 

10th.—Convention of January 16, 1919, Clause VIIT; Obligation of 
placing the entire German Merchant Fleet at the disposal of the Allied 
and Associated Powers. A certain number of ships, of which deliver 
had been requested by virtue of this clause, have not yet been delivered. 

11th.—Protocols of the Brussels Conferences of March 18th and 
14th, 1919: Obligation of not exporting any war material of any na- 
bab egal S of aerial material to Sweden, Holland and 

enmark, 


A certain number of the above unexecuted, or incompletely exe- 
cuted stipulations, were renewed by the Treaty of June 28, 1919, 
the going into force of which will of right render applicable the 
sanctions provided for. This applies in particular, to the various 
payments in kind stipulated as reparation. 

On the other hand, the question of the evacuation of the Baltic 
provinces was the object of an exchange of notes and decisions, which 
are in course of execution. The Allied and Associated Powers ex- 
pressly confirm the contents of their notes, the execution of which 
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Germany, by the present protocol, agrees to carry out loyally and 
strictly. 

Lastly, the Allied and Associated Powers cannot overlook, without 
sanction, the other infractions committed against the Armistice Con- 
ventions, and violations as serious as the destruction of the German 
Fleet at Scapa Flow, the destruction of the submarine U. C. 48 off 
Ferrol, and the destruction in the North Sea of certain submarines 
proceeding to England for delivery. 

Consequently, Germany agrees: 


1st.—A) to deliver as reparation for the destruction of the German 
Fleet at Scapa Flow: 


ent protocol and under the conditions provided for by paragraph 
a) Within a period of sixty days from the signing of the pres- 

2, of Article 185, of the Treaty of Peace, the following five light 
cruisers: 

Konigsberg 

Pillau 

Graudenz 

Regensburg 

Strassburg 


6) Within a period of ninety days from the signing of the 
present protocol, and in all respects in good condition and ready 
to function, such a number of floating docks, floating cranes, tugs, 
and dredgers, equivalent to a total displacement of 400,000 tons, 
as the Principal Allied and Associated Powers may demand. 

As regards the docks, the lifting power will be considered as 
displacement. In the number of docks above provided for, there 
should be about seventy-five per cent of docks of over 10,000 
tons. The totality of this material must be delivered zn situ, 


B) To be delivered within a period of ten days from the signing 
of the present protocol : 

A complete list of all the floating docks, floating cranes, tugs and 
dredgers which are German property. This list, which will be deliv- 
ered to the Inter-Allied Naval Control Commission, provided for by 
Article 209 of the Peace Treaty, will include the material which 
on the 11th of November, 1918, belonged to the German Government, 
or in which the German Government had an important interest at 
that date. f 

C) The officers and men who formed the crews of the battleships 
sunk at Scapa Flow, and who are actually detained by the Principal 
Allied and Associated Powers, with the exception of those who 
[whose?] surrender is provided for by Article 228 of the Peace Treaty, 
will be repatriated at the latest when Germany will have complied 
with the above, paragraphs AandB. 

D) The destroyer B-98 will be considered as one of the 42 de- 
stroyers, the delivery of which is provided for by Article 185 of 
the Peace Treaty. , 

2nd.—To deliver within a period of ten days from the signing of 
the present. protocol: The machinery and engines of the submarines 
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U-137, U-138, and U-150, to offset the destruction of the submarine 
UC-48, as well as the three engines of the submarine U-146, which 
is still to be delivered, to offset the destruction of submarines in the 
North Sea. 

3rd.—To pay to the Allied and Associated Governments: The 
value of the exported aerial material, according to the decision and 
the estimation which will be made and notified by the Aerial Con- 
trol Commission, provided for by Article 210 of the Peace Treaty, 
and before the 31st of January, 1920. 


In case Germany should not fulfill these obligations within the 
time above specified, the Allied and Associated Powers reserve the 
right to have recourse to any coercive measures, military or other 
which they may deem appropriate. 

Done in Paris......+--- 





Appendix D to HD-80 
THE FRENCH DELEGATION 


Draft of Reply to a Note of the German Government of the 
12th of October” 


(Wako No. 3639) 

1. The refusal, expressed in paragraph one, to admit that the Allied 
and Associated Powers have the right to spontaneously make defi- 
nite decisions, is in contradiction with the Terms of Article 204, 
paragraph 2, of the Peace Treaty, drawn up as follows: 


“They (Inter-Allied Commissions of Control) will communicate 
to the German authorities the decisions which the Principal Allied 
and Associated Powers (therefore the Supreme Council) have re- 
served the right to take, or which the execution of the military, 
naval and air clauses may necessitate.” 


2. The objection raised by the first alinea of paragraph 2 of the 
German note, has been considered by the Supreme Council in its 
meeting of the 23rd of August, 1919. After having examined the 
text of the convention of Brussels and of the telegram from the 
Economic Supreme Council under date of the 25th of March, 
account being taken of the lifting of the blockade, the Supreme 
Council, considering that, the agreement made by Germany to exe- 
cute the terms of Article 202 confers on the Allied and Associated 
Powers property rights over the material to be delivered, has de- 
cided that: 


_ “The Allied and Associated Powers will inform Germany that they 
insist upon the principle established that Germany must not alienate 


» Appendix A to HD-78, pp. 811, 816. 
8 FID-37, minute 5, and appendix C thereto, vol. vu, pp. 816 and 823. 
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her aeronautical material. However, the Allied and Associated 
Powers, making use of their property rights, upon this material, 
reserve ... 


3. The assertion contained in the second alinea of paragraph 2, 
according to which “Article 169 of the Treaty provides for the delivery 
of the material, in order to be destroyed or rendered unserviceable”, 
is inaccurate in the particular case of the aeronautical material, 
because Article 159, chapter 2 of Section 1, “Military Clauses” only 
relates to the munitions and the war material referred to in this section 
of the Military Clauses “and does not provide at all for the fate of the 
aeronautical material, which is the object of Section 3 ‘clauses con- 
cerning the military and naval air service’ ”. 

The fate of this material is decided by Article 202, which does not 
provide for any destruction, but “for the delivery, in a period of two 
months, to the places which will be indicated” with interdiction “to 
shift this material without special authorization of the Governments 
of the Principal Allied and Associated Powers.” 

4, According to Paragraph 3 of the German note, the Allied and 
Associated Powers refused to admit that there exists any German 
civilian aircraft. This assertion is not mentioned in any of the notes 
sent to the German Government but on the other hand this Govern- 
ment has been informed by telegram, communicating the decision 
taken by the Supreme Council on the 6th of August, that: 


“The Allies are aware that military aeroplanes are transformed into 
commercial aeroplanes. The President of the Inter-Allied Aerial 
Control Commission will be the only judge to declare whether an aero- 
plane is military or not.” 


The reason for this is that the Supreme Council has admitted that 
“aircraft constructed since the Armistice according to entirely new 
plans, might be considered as civilian aircraft”. Therefore, there 
could only be in Germany a limited number of aircraft. Conse- 
quently, until the Inter-Allied Aerial Control Commission has given 
its opinion on the subject of this aircraft, which the German Govern- 
ment claims to be of a civilian nature, it has been decided (29th of 
September, 1919)”> that: 

“AJ aeronautical material existing in Germany must be considered 
as war material, and for this reason, can be neither exported nor 
alienated, nor loaned, nor utilized, nor destroyed, but must be stored 
until the Inter-Allied Aerial Commission of Control has decided upon 
its nature.” 


5. It is true that concerning the execution of the aeronautical 
clauses of the Peace Treaty, a great number of details were settled by 


4 HD-25, minute 14, ibid., p. 563. 
** HD-63, minute 2, p. 480. 
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direct negotiations between the German Government and the Inter- 
Allied Aeronautical Commission, “especially appointed to supervise 
the execution of these clauses” (Article 203) and “Rspecially directed 
with the supervision of the execution of the deliveries provided by the 
obligations of the German Government (Article 204—Paragraph The 

But this Commission cannot, in any case, definitely “settle the ques- 
tions at stake” (German Note,—paragraph 4) but will often have to 
call for orders from the Supreme Council, and “to inform the Ger- 
man authorities of the decisions which the Governments of the Prin- 
cipal Allied and Associated Powers have reserved the right to take, or 
which the execution of the aeronautical clauses might necessitate.” 
(Article 204—paragraph 2.) 
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CENTRAL TERRITORIAL COMMITTEE 


Report to the Supreme Council on the Bulgarian Demands Concerning 
the Serbo-Bulgarian Frontier 


On the question of the frontiers between Serbia and Bulgaria, 
the Central Territorial Committee has not succeeded in reaching a 
unanimous decision. 

The British and French and Japanese Delegations are of the opin- 
ion that the line of the frontiers as described in the peace conditions 
with Bulgaria should be maintained. 

This line was in fact adopted by the Supreme Council ?" after hav- 
ing been unanimously proposed by the Commission on Jugo-Slav 
Affairs, which took its decision only after having considered all the 
elements of the problem. None of the arguments stated by the Bul- 
garians has appeared of a nature to justify any changes in the line 
adopted. 

In these circumstances, the British, French and Japanese Delega- 
tions do not believe that the only hope of facilitating for Bulgaria 
the accomplishment of the treaty which is imposed upon her can 
counterbalance the grave inconvenience which there would be in 
modifying a decision made with full knowledge of the facts and 
which has been notified not only to Bulgaria, but to the Allied Serb- 
Croat-Slovene Government. 


Report of AMERICAN AND ITALIAN DELEGATIONS 


The American and Italian Delegations propose that in the regions 
of Tzaribrod and Bossilegrad the rectifications in favor of Serbia be 


27 7M-16, minute 1 (d@), vol. 1V, pp. 716, 720. 
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withdrawn and that the boundary in these districts be maintained at 
the Serbo-Bulgarian frontier of 1914. 

In support of this proposition the two Delegations submit the 
following :— 


1. The population concerned, numbering more than 40,000, is al- 
most 100% Bulgarian— 


(Tzaribrod district—Bulgarians 20,384; Serbs 79) 
(Bossilegrad “ — “ nese Te) 
(Bulgarian statistics—1910.) 


2. The natural economic outlets of the districts are towards Sofia. 

3. The proposed frontier would bring the Serbian frontier 10 kilo- 
eer nearer Sofia, leaving it only 54 kilometres from the Bulgarian 
capital. 

4. The new frontier possesses no natural advantages over the 
former frontier, in general it follows lower ridges, and in the Bossile- 
ies district cuts two valley heads, which are apparently inaccessible 

y road from the Serbian side. 

5. By the present Treaty the Allies have already made concessions 
to Serbia at the expense of Bulgaria in granting the districts of 
Strumitza and Koula (Vidin), where the population is over-whelm- 
ingly Bulgarian. 

6. By accepting the new strategic frontiers the Allies may well ex- 
pose themselves to the charge brought against Austria-Hungary, 
when in the second Treaty of Bucharest, 1918,” the latter advanced the 
Hungarian frontier in Transylvania, on purely strategic grounds, to 
include the valley heads of the Roumanian streams. 

%. The cession of Tzaribrod and Bossilegrad will result in aug- 
menting the large number of refugees already in Bulgaria (now some 
400,000), who are a danger for the public security of the country and 
form centres of propaganda against Bulgaria’s neighbors. 

Tn case the Serbians consider that the entrenched camp at Slivnitza 
is a danger for their own frontier, the Allied Powers can make pro- 
visions for its destruction. 


In supporting the frontier proposed in the draft of the Bulgarian 
Treaty for the districts of Tzaribrod and Bossilegrad, the British and 
French Delegations emphasize strategic considerations and the in- 
convenience of modifying a frontier already notified. 

In reply the American and Italian Delegations assert that strategic 
considerations should not outweigh clear ethnic considerations and the 
wishes of the people concerned. As regards the modification of a 
previous decision, in the cases of neither the German nor the Austrian 
Treaty, have the Allies hesitated to make rectifications where such 
appeared justified. 

The American and Italian Delegations are firmly convinced that 
the maintenance of the proposed frontier, by its flagrant violation of 
ethnic considerations in favor of strategic frontiers, by its perpetual 





* Foreign Relations, 1918, supp. 1, vol. 1, p. 771. 
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threat and humiliation to the Bulgarian capital, can only render more 
difficult the maintenance of peace in the Balkans. 

The American and Italian Delegations contend that Bulgarian 
public and official opinion is more strongly opposed to the changes on 
the western frontier than to any other boundary alterations. We be- 
lieve that so unexpected a blow, one which is peculiarly painful because 
it strikes at the security and pride of the national capital, will serve 
as the basis of protracted propaganda and eventually of war. That 
the blow was unexpected gives no assurance that its effects will soon 
pass. The deciding question is this: Does the act fall within the 
general rules or principles of the Conference? We assert that it 
does not. 
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CENTRAL TERRITORIAL COMMITTEE 
Draft of Reply to the Bulgarian Note Relative to Thrace 


The Allied and Associated Powers have examined the observations 
of the Bulgarian Delegation relative to the frontier of Thrace with 
most scrupulous attention. Before determining this frontier line, such 
as it is indicated in the Peace Conditions with Bulgaria, the Allied 
and Associated Powers did not fail to fully consider all reasons of an 
ethnical, geographical and even historic order having any influence 
on their decision. The same care has been exercised in studying all 
arguments presented by the Bulgarian Delegation. For these reasons, 
the Allied and Associated Powers see no reason to introduce modifica- 
tions in the outline of the frontier. 

The Allied and Associated Powers were, furthermore, particularly 
attentive to protect the economic interests of Bulgaria by guarantee- 
ing, in particular, this country an outlet to the Aegean Sea. In 
numerous cases, the Powers were obliged to have recourse to the same 
procedure in order to reconcile the interests under debate, and they 
do not doubt, that if Bulgaria loyally accepts this solution, the future 
will show that the guarantees which have been given her will be in 
no manner illusory. 


Paris Peace Conf. 180.03501/81 HD-81 


Notes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers Held in M. Pichon’s Room, Quai d’Orsay, Paris, on 
Saturday, November 1, 1919, at 3:30 p. m. 


PRESENT 
AMERICA, 
UNITED STATES OF BritIsH EMPIRE FRANCE 
Hon. F. L. Polk Sir Eyre Crowe M. Pichon 
Secretary Secretary Secretaries 
Mr. L. Harrison Mr. H. Norman M. Berthelot 
M. de Saint Quentin. 
ITaty JAPAN 
M. Scialoja M. Matsui 
Secretary Secretary 
M. Barone Russo M. Kawai. 
Joint Secretariat 
AMERICA, UNITED STATES OF ....... Capt. Gordon 
BRITISH EMPIRE) 5.5. shay te, sen'ge «ees. ene soon Capt. G. Lothian Small 
HOE AIT CW ese eh earns sie) vase emanle Sige, isoecat M. Massigli 
DUAL BAe hs 18s) a. fis Sia: see cekellas fie abs M. Zanchi 


Interpreter—M. Mantoux 
The following were also present for the items in which they were concerned : 


AMERICA, UNITED STATES OF 
General Bliss 

Rear Admiral McCully 
Lt. Commander Koehler 
Dr. I. Bowman 

Mr. A. W. Dulles 


BriTisH HMPIRE 

Hon. C. H. Tufton 

Lt. Col. Kisch 

Captain Fuller, R. N. 
Commander Dunne, R. N. 
Commander McNamara, R. N. 
Mr. A. Leeper. 


FRANCE 

General Weygand 

General Desticker 

M. Sergent 

M. Henri Berenger 

M. Laroche 

M. Larnaude 

Commandant Le Vavasseur 
Commandant La Combe 

M. de Montille 
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ITALY 

General Cavallero 
M. Vannutelli-Rey 
M. Mancioli 

Capt. de cor. Ruspoli 
Prince Boncampagni 
JAPAN 

M. Shigemitsu 

M. Nagaoka 

M. Adatci 
Commandant Ohsumi 


1. Sm Eyre Crows stated that he had reached an agreement with 
Mr. Polk and M. Henri Berenger with respect to paragraph 3, page 3, 
of the Drafting Committee’s draft Protocol,* con- 


Protocol cerning which a reservation had been made at the 
Do nire fo, preceding meeting of the Council. That paragraph 
Claw f 

the Armistice now read[s] as follows: 


“10—Convention of January 16th, 1919, Clause 
VIII: Obligation to put the entire German Mercantile Marine at the 
disposal of the Allied and Associated Powers. A certain number of 
vessels, whose delivery had been demanded by virtue of this clause, 
have not yet been handed over.” 


The question of the final distribution of tank ships remained un- 
decided as between the Allies. 
(It was decided: 


that the third paragraph of page 3 of the draft Protocol should 
read as follows: 


“10—Convention of January 16th, 1919.—Clause VIII: Obligation 
to put the entire German Mercantile Marine at the disposal of the 
Allied and Associated Powers. A certain number of vessels, whose 
delivery had been demanded by virtue of this clause, have not yet 
been handed over.”) 


2. (The Council had before it the draft reply prepared by the 
Central Territorial Committee (See Appendix “A”).) 
M. Larocue stated that, as a result of the decision 


Henly foane taken by the Council at its morning meeting,? this 
Goaniery Committee had prepared a draft reply relative to the 


frontiers of Bulgaria (See Appendix “B”). 

(He then read the text of this draft reply, which was approved.) 

(The draft replies concerning Part I (Covenant of the League of 
Nations), Part III, Section IV (Protection of Minorities), Part IV, 
Section II (Naval Clauses), and Part IV, Section III (Clauses 
concerning Military and Naval Aviation), were approved, with the 
exception that the third paragraph of this last draft reply (Part 
IV, Section III) was eliminated.) 


* Footnote 4, p. 847. 
?HD-80, minute 5, p. 856. 
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M. Larocne said that the Military Representatives were in favor 
of suppressing Secret Articles I, II and III of the Military Con- 
vention. The Naval Commission, which had met that morning, was 
likewise in favor of suppressing Secret Article IV. Thus, all the 
Secret Articles were suppressed,'and the answer could be made to 
Bulgaria that she would not have to concern herself with expenses 
of occupation after the coming into force of the Treaty, inasmuch 
as after that time there would be no occupation. The Military 
Representatives were disagreed on two points of the Military 
Clauses. Three Delegations thought that Bulgaria’s demands con- 
cerning the reintroduction of obligatory military service could not 
be accepted at the present time, but that the question should later 
be examined anew. This was the opinion of the American, French 
and Italian Delegations. The Japanese Delegation was not repre- 
sented. The British Delegation was opposed to this concession. 
Likewise, the British Delegation could not agree to the recommenda- 
tion of the majority of the Military Representatives that Bulgaria 
should be authorized to form a corps of frontier guards consisting 
of 3,000 men. 

Sir Eyre Crows said that the first question was one on which the 
British Government could not change its position. If the head of his 
Government were there, he was sure that he would not yield; for a 
principle was at stake on which there could be no compromise. If 
a concession were made to Bulgaria on this point she would be 
granted an advantage which no other enemy had obtained. More- 
over, having in mind the principle of eventual disarmament, the 
abolition of conscription was an unquestioned step in advance. The 
British Empire had introduced this principle and he thought the 
United States would likewise do so. On the other hand, with re- 
spect to the second point, the British Delegation might accept a com- 
promise; it would accept the view of the majority if it were dis- 
tinctly understood that the corps of frontier guards should only be 
recruited by voluntary enlistment. 

M. Pricuon said that he agreed with the British argument. This 
principle had been applied with respect to other enemy Powers, and 
there was no reason to make an exception here. 

Genera Dzsticxer explained that all the Military Representatives 
had realized that it was a serious matter to modify an accepted prin- 
ciple, but that Bulgaria had adduced concrete arguments which ap- 
peared to be of considerable weight; he pointed out that, for a popu- 
lation of 65,000,000 inhabitants in Germany, the Council had allowed 
an Army of 100,000 men. Being an agricultural country, Bulgaria, 
with 5,000,000 inhabitants could never recruit 20,000 men. If the 
proportion was to be maintained, either the Bulgarian Army should 
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be reduced to 7,000 or 8,000 men, or the German Army should be in- 
creased to 260,000 men. 

M. Picnon pointed out that the same reasoning could have been 
applied to Austria. Nevertheless the army of Austria, with a popu- 
lation of 6,000,000 had been fixed at 30,000. To violate a principle is 
more serious than to be illogical in a matter of proportion. 

Grnrrat CavattEro observed that the Military Representatives had 
not failed to bear in mind the question of Austria; they had thought, 
however, that Austria, a country with a large urban population and 
comprising in its territory the remnants of a large army, would only 
encounter difficulties of a financial nature in recruiting a volunteer 
army. On the other hand, Bulgaria was an agricultural country 
whose population showed no taste for military service. They had 
thought that an army of 20,000 men was necessary to Bulgaria. 
She should be able to recruit such an army, or else the contrary to 
what was necessary for the maintenance of order would be arrived at. 
Finally it should not be forgotten that there were in Bulgaria ex- 
treme elements, coméitadjis and others. It was almost certain that 
these elements would constitute the bulk of the army, and they were 
elements of disorder. 

Sir Eyre Crows observed that the arguments advanced by General 
Cavallero proved that the Council had been right in adopting the 
principle of voluntary recruiting. The difficulties which the Balkan 
States would encounter in the formation of volunteer armies would 
deter them from adopting a war-like policy. 

M. Picuon thought that the most reasonable course was to main- 
tain the principle which had been adopted. 

Mr. Potxk agreed. 

M. Matsuri likewise agreed. 

M. Scratosa suggested that it could be said that the Council of the 
League of Nations would be competent to modify the Peace condi- 
tions on this point. 

M. Larocus thought it would not be well to put this in writing. 

M. Picuon pointed out that it was a reply that could be delivered 
orally to the Bulgarians if the question were raised. 

The draft replies concerning Part V, Section I, (Prisoners of War 
and Graves), Part VI (Penalties), Part VII (Reparations), Part VIII 
(Financial Clauses), Part IX (Economic Clauses) and Part XI 
(Ports, Waterways and Railways), were approved. 

The draft reply concerning Part XII (Labor), was adopted after 
suppressing the second paragraph thereof. 

It was understood that if the Bulgarian Delegation asked that Bul- 
garian Representatives should attend the International Labor Con- 
ference at Washington a favorable reply should be given them orally. 
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M. Larocus pointed out that in the draft covering-letter the Bul- 
garian Delegation was accorded 10 days within which to submit its 
reply. This delay had seemed necessary on account of the distance 
and of the fact that there were no daily trains to Sofia. 

Mk. Potk asked if such a long delay was absolutely necessary. 

M. Picuon observed that the reply to the Bulgarian counter-pro- 
posals would be delivered on November 3rd and that the time for 
the Bulgarian final reply would run until November 13th. He pro- 
posed to grant the Bulgarians 10 days but not to consent to any 
prolongation. 

Sir Eyre Crowe suggested that when the reply was delivered the 
Bulgarian Delegation could be orally informed that it would be 
useless for it to ask for a further delay. 

Sir Eyre Crowe wished especially to thank the Commissions en- 
trusted with preparing the replies to Bulgaria and the draft protocol, 
for the energy and ability they had shown: Thanks to their untiring 
efforts two very important questions had been settled in an exceedingly 
short time. 

Mr. Potx wished to join in this expression of thanks. 

M. Picuon said that the Council was glad to extend its hearty 
congratulations to these Commissions. 

It was decided: 


(1) to accept the draft reply prepared by the Central Territorial 
Committee to the three letters of the Bulgarian Delegation dated 
October 24th (See Appendix “A”), with the following modifications: 


(a) Military Clauses.—In the reply to the Bulgarian Delega- 
tion it should not be stated that the Allied and Associated Pow- 
ers reserve the right to examine anew article 65 of the Treaty of 
Peace, at such time as the Commissions of Control which will be 
sent to Bulgaria shall have given them exact information as to 
the possibilities for recruiting the Bulgarian Army. 

(6) Military Clauses.—It should be stipulated that the special 
corps of frontier guards whose creation is authorized and whose 
strength may not exceed 3,000 men, cannot be recruited in any 
other way than by voluntary enlistment. 

(c) Clauses concerning Military and Naval Aviation—The 
third paragraph of the draft reply on this point should be 
eliminated. 

(d) Part XII, (Labor)—The second paragraph of the draft 
reply on this point should be eliminated. 


(2) that the draft covering letter should likewise be approved. 


It was further decided: 


to approve the reply prepared by the Central Territorial Com- 
mittee, relative to the frontiers of Bulgaria, in conformity with the 
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decisions taken by the Council at its preceding meeting. (Appendix 
“B”,) 

3. M. Berruetor communicated to the Council a memorandum 
from Marshal Foch concerning a request for assistance made by 
the Latvian Government and a draft reply to this 


Assistance 5 
tothe request (See appendix “C”). 
Government It was decided: 


(1) to approve the recommendations of Marshal Foch with respect 
to the reply to be made to the Latvian Government’s request for 
assistance ; ; { 

(2) that Marshal Foch should communicate this reply to the 
Latvian Government. (See Appendix “C”.) 


4, Captain Futer read a report of the Naval Representatives 
dated November 1st, 1919, (See Appendix “D”). 

Sm Eyre Crowe asked how much of this report 

should be inserted in the protocol to be signed by 


peparadion the representative of the German Government. Part 

Binkslag of the | of the report only concerned the Allied and Associ- 

Scape Flow ated Governments and could only be discussed between 
them. 


CarraIn Fouier said that paragraphs (a) and (0) of Section 
1 and all of Section 2 should be inserted in the protocol. 

Str Eyre Crowe inquired whether Section 3 should likewise be 
inserted. 

Caprain Futuer said that it was not necessary. 

Mr. Potx felt sure that during the coming week it would not be 
difficult for an agreement to be reached as to the details of this 
Section but he thought it better to insert in the protocol only the 
provisions essential thereto. 

Caprain Fuiier said that with respect to delivery of the light 
cruisers it should be specified that their delivery should take place 
within two months, that is to say, within the period which had else- 
where in the Treaty of Peace been provided for the delivery of 
vessels. On the other hand, the list of material to be delivered should 
be transmitted to the Allied Naval Commission of Control within 
10 days as provided in the report. The majority of the Naval 
representatives thought that the Allied Naval Commission of Con- 
trol should itself draw up the list of material whose delivery was 
demanded in accordance with certain principles indicated in the 
report. The American representative had asked that the powers 
of this Commission of Control should be limited to determining 
the percentage of the different classes of maritime material demand- 
ed. In order to arrive at an agreement with the American Repre- 
sentative the majority had been prepared to ask as much as 80% 
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of the floating docks, floating cranes, tugs and dredgers which be- 
longed to the German Government on November 11th, 1918, and 
80% of the floating docks, floating cranes, tugs and dredgers in which 
the German Government had a predominant interest on November 
11th, 1918, but it had not been possible to arrive at an agreement. 

Mr. Potx said he had no objection to make with respect to light 
cruisers but that his Naval Advisers had made reservations with 
respect to floating docks of over 10,000 tons whose delivery was pro- 
vided for. 

Sm Eyre Crowe observed that it was, nevertheless, necessary that 
the protocol indicate the total tonnage demanded from the Germans. 

Mr. Poxx inquired if it would not suffice to state in the protocol that 
the Germans should deliver a number of floating docks, floating cranes, 
tugs and dredgers equivalent to the displacement of 400,000 tons. 

Captain Foire thought not; he thought it important that the 
Germans should have definite information as to what they would be 
asked to deliver. 

Sm Eyre Crows observed that the question was complicated by the 
fact that two of the most important floating docks owned by Germany 
were at Dantzig. If they were taken there was a risk of incurring 
protests on the part of the Free City of Dantzig and of the Polish 
Government. Therefore, it was important to specify the percentage 
of docks of over 10,000 tons displacement which were to be demanded. 

Mr. Porx asked if Paragraph (b) of Section 1 of the report could 
not be drafted as follows: 

“Such number of floating docks, floating cranes, tugs and dredgers, 
up to a total displacement of 400,000 tons, as the Allied and Associated 
Powers may demand.” 


Caprain Funter thought that it was better to say: “equivalent to 
the displacement,” otherwise the Germans might think that the 400,000 
tons constituted a maximum, and the Allied and Associated Powers 
would run the risk of not obtaining the full amount. 

Mr. Porx said that he did not wish to make the Allies lose a single 
ton to which they were entitled, but if a wording was insisted upon 
which might involve stripping the German ports of all their maritime 
matériel he would have to ask for instructions from his Government. 

Sir Eyre Crows replied that the information at his disposal showed 
that there was no question of stripping the German ports. 

Mr. Potx said that he could not unreservedly accept the figures 
given by the majority because they had not yet been verified. How- 
ever, he was ready to accept the wording proposed by the majority, if 
it was clearly understood that the German ports would not be stripped 
of all their matériel and that the composition of the reparation to be 


880 THE PARIS PEACE CONFERENCE, 1919, VOLUME VIII 


demanded would only be decided by the Council after he had received 
instructions from Washington on that point. 

Caprarn Furzer pointed out that Sections 4 and 6 should equally be 
inserted in the protocol. 

(This recommendation was adopted.) (It was decided : 


(1) that paragraph 1-(b) of the report of the Naval Representa- 
tives concerning the compensation to be demanded of the German 
Government for the sinking of its warships at Scapa Flow (See Ap- 
pendix “D”) be modified to read: “Such number of floating docks 
floating cranes, tugs and dredgers, equivalent to the displacement of 
400,000 tons, as the Allied and Associated Powers may demand. The 
lifting power of a dock to be taken as displacement, and a proxi- 
mately 15.% of the docks over 10,000 tons are to be included”; and 
that as thus modified, the said report should be approved; provided 
that the composition of the compensation to be taken from the Ger- 
man Government should only be decided by the Supreme Council 
after Mr. Polk had received the instructions of his Government on 
that point. 

(2) that paragraph 1, modified as above, paragraph 2, paragraph 
4 and paragraph 6, of the said report be incorporated in the Protocol 
relative to unexecuted clauses of the Armistice.) 


5. M. Bertuexor stated that the Drafting Committee had found, 
after examination, that it would be superfluous to 


Draft Reply to 

are send the draft reply submitted to it by the Council, 
Coe re in view of the stipulations contained in the Protocol to 
Rorerancical be signed by Germany (See H. D. 80, Minute 4) .* 
Matériel (The meeting then adjourned) 


Hore pe Critton, Paris, November 1, 1919. 


Appendix A to HD-81 


Reply of the Allied and Associated Powers to the Observations of the 
Bulgarian Delegation on the Conditions of Peace 


PEACE CONFERENCE 
THE CHAIRMAN 


Parts, November 3, 1919. 
To: His Excellency Mr. Theodoroff, Chairman of the Bulgarian 
Delegation, Neuilly. 

Str: The Allied and Associated Powers have considered, with the 
greatest care, the observations submitted to them by the Bulgarian 
Delegation, in its three letters dated October 24. 

They have taken cognizance with satisfaction of the Bulgarian 
Government’s favourable reception of those clauses in the conditions 


* Ante, p. 855. 
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of peace which relate to the League of Nations, the Protection of 
Minorities, and to Labour. They are pleased to observe in this ad- 
herence by Bulgaria to the various conditions of Parts I, III and XII 
of the Treaty, that country’s desire henceforward to conduct her 
policy in accordance with the broadly humanitarian principles and 
ideas of international solidarity which have inspired the Allied and 
Associated Powers. 

In a second document, the Bulgarian Delegation further asked that 
alterations should be made in some of the provisions of the Treaty, 
and more especially those relating to the military, financial and eco- 
nomic clauses, etc. 

Finally, in another letter relating to territorial questions, the 
Bulgarian Delegation, discussing the responsibilities incurred by its 
country through having entered the war against the Entente Powers, 
attempted to mitigate the same by urging that Bulgaria was forced 
into the war by a party Government, the large majority of the 
population being in favour of the Entente. In this connection the 
Bulgarian Delegation alleges that the German alliance was merely 
an accident as far as Bulgaria was concerned, whilst representing 
for other Balkan States the permanent basis on which they con- 
ducted their policy. It also denied the charge that Bulgaria ever 
entertained ideas of hegemony calculated to imperil the peace of 
the Balkans. On the other hand it denounced the ambitions of 
neighboring countries, to whom it ascribed the responsibility for 
the war. 

The Allied and Associated Powers do not wish to follow the Bul- 
' garian Delegation in this discussion. The eloquence of facts is 
sufficient for them. 

If it were true that Bulgarian public opinion was not unanimously 
favorable to the idea of an alliance with the Central Powers, the 
support of the country was nevertheless given to a Government 
which satisfied its territorial cravings by undertaking a policy of 
conquest. 

The Allied and Associated Powers cannot forget that the Bul- 
garian troops, sustained by popular sentiment, did not hesitate to 
attack the Serbian army from the rear and without provocation, 
thus paralyzing the heroic resistance which that army was opposing 
on another front to invaders who menaced the independence of 
Serbia. 

When the Bulgarian troops were led against Roumania, not only 
did they seize the territories on the right bank of the Danube claimed 
by Bulgaria, but they also crossed the river, acting as the vanguard 
of the German armies. Everywhere they showed by their attitude 
that they wished to slake their hatred of the occupied country. 
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There, as in Serbia and Greece, Bulgaria waged a war of conquest 
and pillage and public opinion applauded the success of her armies. 

The Bulgarian Delegation alleges that its country did not believe 
that in the war which it had declared it would be opposed by the 
Powers of the Entente. How could the Bulgarian people believe 
for an instant that the Serbian Army would be left without help 
from its Allies, when the terrible struggle in which that Army was 
engaged with the Central Empires had for its origin the aggression 
of Austria-Hungary against Serbia? If the slightest doubt could 
have existed in this respect amongst the Bulgarian troops, how can 
it be explained that, when tltey found themselves in contact with the 
troops of the Entente, their country showed no disposition to with- 
draw and renounce a combat against the Powers who had contrib- 
uted most towards Bulgarian independence? It was not until the 
Bulgarian Army was conquered in the field and forced to lay down 
its arms that Bulgaria asked for peace. She waited until that mo- 
ment to disavow the Government which had dragged her into a fatal 
adventure. 

The Allied and Associated Powers cannot lose sight of the fact 
that, by ranging herself on the side of the Central Empires and by 
remaining in that alliance until the moment when their defeat 
appeared certain, Bulgaria broke the principal line of communication 
between Russia and her Allies, opened to Germany the road to the 
east, and thus rendered inevitable the prolongation of the war. 
She is, therefore, responsible for the terrible evils which resulted 
therefrom. 

Nevertheless, it is no idea of vengeance which has animated the 
Allied and Associated Powers in preparing the conditions of peace 
handed to the Bulgarian Delegation on September 19. 

These Powers do not dream of making Bulgaria expiate all her 
faults of the past. They wish merely to establish a peace which shall 
be just and consequently durable and fertile. They feel that the 
conditions of peace, drawn up in no heat of passion, are calculated to 
ensure the peaceful development of Bulgaria and to allow her to 
reestablish her normal economic existence within a short period. In 
this connection, they would remind her of the fact that she is guaran- 
teed a free economic outlet on the Aegean. 

The Allied and Associated Powers have, none the less, examined the 
observations formulated by the Bulgarian Delegation with the most 
scrupulous attention. The appended Notes answer the various re- 
quests contained in the letters of October 24, but must not be consid- 
ered an authorized interpretation of the Treaty. 

If the Allied and Associated Powers do not answer all the ques- 
tions raised by the Bulgarian Delegation it is because, after examin- 
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ing them they did not feel able to settle them ag requested. Non- 
receipt of a reply must not therefore, be held to mean consent. 

The Allied and Associated Powers have acceded to the wishes 
expressed by the Bulgarian Delegation in a certain number of points. 
The alterations thus made in the draft Treaty are final. 

On all other points the text presented to the Bulgarian Delegation 
remains unchanged, as appears from the document appended to the 
present letter. This text can now only be accepted or rejected as it 
stands. 

The Bulgarian Delegation will be so good as to inform the Allied 
and Associated Powers, within a period of ten days from the date of 
the present communication, whether it is prepared to sign the Treaty 
in its present form. 

After that period, the Armistice concluded on September 29, 1918, 
will be considered at an end and the Allied and Associated Powers 
will take any steps they may think fit. 

I remain, etc. G. CLEMENCEAU 


[Enclosure] 
Part I 
Tue CoveNnAnt or THE Leacus or Nations 
(Articles 1 to 26) 


In expressing her wish to be received into the League of Nations 
as soon as possible, Bulgaria declares herself especially anxious to 
prove her good faith before an august legal Association capable of 
judging her according to her real deserts and her zeal to acquit 
herself of her international obligations. 

The Allied and Associated Powers note this statement, which con- 
forms to their ideas, with satisfaction. The future attitude of Bul- 
garia, if agreeing with the intentions above set forth, will no doubt 
be such as to facilitate and hasten her admission to the League of 
Nations. 


Part II 
Fron TIERS oF BULGARIA 
(Articles 27 to 35) 


The Bulgarian Delegation has asked for certain alterations in the 
frontiers assigned to Bulgaria in the conditions of Peace in Thrace 
or in the direction of the Serbo-Croat-Slovene State. The said Dele- 
gation has also stated Bulgaria’s claims to the Dobrudja, and re- 
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quested that the “final status” of that region be settled by the Allied 
and Associated Governments. 

As regards the latter point the Allied and Associated Governments 
consider that, in view of the purpose of the present Treaty, the 
question of the Dobrudja cannot be dealt with therein. 

As to the line of the other frontiers commented on by the Bul- 
garian Delegation, it was adopted only after careful consideration, 
when every aspect of the problem was taken into account. The Allied 
and Associated Powers nevertheless examined with care the various 
arguments put forward. Although not denying the value of these 
arguments, the said Powers do not consider that they offer sufficient 
reason for revoking decisions which are the outcome of lengthy de- 
liberation. They are of opinion, therefore, that it will be impossible 
to allow Bulgaria the desired alterations. 

The Allied and Associated Powers have moreover taken special 
care to protect Bulgaria’s economic interests, in particular by granting 
to that country an outlet to the Aegean. In many cases these Powers 
have been obliged to have recourse to the same procedure in order 
to reconcile conflicting interests, and they have no doubt that if Bul- 
garia accepts this settlement in good faith, the future will prove that 
the guarantees thus granted to her are in no way illusory. 


Part ITI 
Po.rticaL CLAUSES 
SECTION IV 
PROTECTION OF MINORITIES 
(Articles 49 to 57) 


The Allied and Associated Powers have noted the Bulgarian Dele- 
gation’s acceptance of the principle of the protection of minorities 
guaranteed by the League of Nations. Bulgaria’s co-operation in this 
matter will undoubtedly contribute to the establishment of friendly 
relations between the Balkan peoples. 

The Bulgarian Delegation considers it desirable that the same 
regime concerning the protection of minorities be established in all 
the Balkan States. With regard thereto the Allied and Associated 
Powers wish to point out that, in the Treaties of Peace with Germany 
and Austria and in the present Treaty, all provisions have been made 
for this purpose; the control of the League of Nations has been estab- 
lished, which ensures a guarantee for impartial treatment. 

The Bulgarian Delegation has also drawn the attention of the Allied 
and Associated Governments to the position of Ottoman nationals 
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formerly resident in the Dobrudja, Thrace and Macedonia and at pres- 
ent refugees in Bulgaria. 

The Allied and Associated Powers have noted this remark and will 
take all necessary steps with a view to remedying the position in 
question. 


Part IV 
Mirrrary, Navat & Arr CLAUSES 
SECTION I 
MILITARY CLAUSES 
(Articles 64-82) 


After consideration of the Counter-proposals formulated by the 
Bulgarian Delegation, the Governments of the Allied and Associated 
Powers have the, honour to communicate below their decision with 
regard to the Military Clauses. 


MILITARY CLAUSES 


1. The modification proposed to Article 65 would result in allowing 
the Bulgarian State to incorporate each year more than half of the 
annual class, and thus to give a military training to the majority of 
the able-bodied population. 

However strong the social and economic arguments, put forward by 
the Bulgarian Delegation, may be, the institution of a military regime 
based on compulsory service is absolutely contrary to the principle of 
the reduction of armaments that the Allied & Associated Powers have 
agreed to impose on their former enemies, as alone being able to ensure 
the peace of the world in the future. 

This modification cannot be accepted. 

2. The modification proposed to Article 66 would result in raising 
the strength of the Bulgarian Army from 20,000 to 25,000 men. This 
addition would be contrary to the principle of the reduction of arma- 
ments mentioned above; it is also in no way justified by any argument 
contained in the Bulgarian Counter-proposals. 

This modification cannot be accepted. 

3. The modification proposed to Article 69 and which would result 
in the creation of a “Special corps of Frontier Guards” would appear 
to facilitate the maintenance of order on the Bulgarian frontiers, 
without forming any appreciable danger for the Powers neighbouring 
on Bulgaria. 
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This modification can therefore be accepted on condition that the 
corps in question shall be recruited by voluntary enlistment and shall 
not exceed 3,000 men. ; 

4, The modification proposed to Article 66 and intended to raise the 
proportion of Officers from one-twentieth to one-fifteenth, would 
allow the Bulgarian Army to form supplementary cadres. 

And also there is no reason to allow the demobilization of Officers by 
echelons within a two years’ time limit, this method not having been 
authorised for any of the former enemies of the Allied and Associated 
Powers. 

It should furthermore be observed that the argument based on the 
impossibility of paying pensions to the large number of officers who 
are to be discharged immediately, appears to have but little value, 
since the Bulgarian Government, if it maintained these Officers on the 
Active List, would have to bear a much greater financial burden. 

This modification cannot be accepted. 

5. The modification proposed to Article 73 has for its object the 
creation of a school for Non-Commissioned Officers. It is incumbent 
on the Bulgarian State to organise the training of its Non-Com- 
missioned Officers in their corps, and there is no need for instituting 
a special school. 

This modification cannot be accepted. 


GENERAL CLAUSES 


The request for the suppression of Article 102, in its entirety, can- 
not be accepted since the Allied and Associated Powers must ensure, 
through the organs of control at their disposal, that the conditions 
of the Armistice have been completely carried out. 

However, the part relative to the military convention (Secret Ar- 
ticles, paragraphs 1, 2, 3 and 4) will cease to be applicable at the 
moment of the coming into force of the Treaty of Peace. 

Furthermore, in order to avoid all possibility of misunderstanding, 
the Allied and Associated Powers agree that only those dispositions 
of the Armistice Convention, which are not inconsistent with the 
stipulations of the Treaty of Peace shall remain in force. 

They agree, therefore, that Article 102 of the Treaty of Peace 
shall be replaced by the following Article: 


Article 102 
“The following dispositions of the Armistice of September 29th, 


1918, namely, Paragraphs 1, 2, 3, and 6, remain in force in so far as 
they are not inconsistent with the stipulations of the present Treaty.” 
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SECTION II 
NAVAL CLAUSES 


Though of opinion that they cannot accept in its entirety the re- 
quest made by the Bulgarian Delegation concerning Naval Clauses, 
the Allied and Associated Powers authorize Bulgaria to retain a 
small number of lightly-armed vessels for police and fishery duties. 

In these circumstances, the following addition will be made to 
Article 83 of the Treaty: 


“Bulgaria will, however, have the right to maintain on the Danube 
and along her coast, for police and fishery duties, not more than four 
torpedo-boats and six motor-boats, all without torpedoes and torpedo 
apparatus, to be selected by the Commission referred to in Article 99. 

“The personnel of the above vessels shall be organized on a purely 
civilian basis. 

“The vessels allowed to Bulgaria must only be replaced by lightly- 

‘armed patrol craft, not exceeding 100 tons displacement and of non- 
military character.” 


The Allied and Associated Powers further agree that the scientific 
material claimed by Bulgaria for use in her Aquarium may, at the 
direction of the Commission referred to in Article 99, be allotted to 
her after the losses sustained by the Allies have been made good. 


SECTION III 
MILITARY AND NAVAL AIR CLAUSES 
(Articles 89 to 93) 


The Allied and Associated Powers consider that no change is ad- 
missible in the clauses concerning military and naval aviation. 

Article 89, which gave rise to the claims contained in Section III 
of (C) from the Bulgarian Delegation, was drafted with full knowl- 
edge of the matter in hand and with the firm intention of refusing 
to Bulgaria the right to possess any air squadrons or airships for any 
purpose whatsoever. 

The Allied and Associated Powers see no reason for granting to 
Bulgaria a privilege which has been refused to Germany and Austria. 
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Part V 
Prisoners oF WAR AND GRAVES 
SECTION I 
PRISONERS OF WAR 
(Articles 105 to 115) 


In reply to the observations of the Bulgarian Delegation concern- 
ing Article 109 of the Treaty of Peace, the Allied and Associated 
Powers agree to substitute the words “October 15, 1919” in the second 
paragraph of Article 109, for the words “June 1, 1919”. 

On the other hand, they see no reason for the insertion in the Treaty 
of a special clause, authorizing the repatriation of prisoners of war 
as from the day of signature, without waiting for ratification. The 
interested Powers shall moreover be free to advance the date of re- 
patriation of the prisoners in question, should they consider this 
desirable. 


Part VI 
PENALTIES 
PENALTIES 

(Articles 118 to 120) 


Articles 118 to 120, concerning penalties, cannot be altered in ac- 
cordance with the Bulgarian request without endangering the very 
principle of justice on which they are based. 

In claiming the right to bring the authors of acts in violation of the 
laws and customs of war before military tribunals of countries against 
whose nationals Bulgarian troops have committed such crimes, the 
Allied and Associated Powers are only conforming to the usual legal 
principles concerning competence. If, despite criticism based on the 
relations between the Balkan nations, the Allied and Associated 
Powers considered this jurisdiction preferable to a tribunal of which 
their own representatives were members, still less would they agree 
to establish jurisdiction from which belligerent Powers would be ex- 
cluded whose competence was greatest (Greece, Roumania, Serbo- 
Croat-Slovene State). 

Finally, the Allied and Associated Powers cannot agree that any 
weight be attached to legal proceedings, prosecutions or sentences in- 
stituted or pronounced by Bulgarian tribunals since Article 118 is 
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only a necessary result of the system of legal proceedings which they 
desire to organise, failing which such proceedings would be absolutely 
without effect. 


Part VII 
REPARATIONS 
REPARATIONS 

(Articles 121 to 131) 


1. The Bulgarian Delegation asks for a reduction of the sum 
mentioned in Article 121 of the Conditions of Peace as representing 
the obligations imposed on Bulgaria by way of reparation; having 
calculated the various charges assumed by the country after Peace 
is signed—in which are included moreover her normal fiscal expendi- 
ture, the service of her public debt, and her war pensions and the 
upkeep of the army—the Delegation complains the Treaty will 
leave Bulgaria plunged in debt, and unable to bear the liabilities 
imposed on her. 

Bulgaria will undoubtedly have heavy liabilities to bear. These 
will not, however, be the result of the Conditions of Peace, but of the 
war of aggression in which she voluntarily took part, into which 
she entered of her own free will, in a spirit of domination and con- 
quest. Bulgaria has failed in a scheme undertaken contrary to the 
law of nations and of liberty, in the hope of illicit territorial and 
material gains. It is right and just that she should now atone. 
Are there not certain nations among the Allied and Associated 
Powers who, without sharing Bulgaria’s guilt, have merely defended 
their life and independence, but who will be obliged for genera- 
tions to toil and endure hard sacrifices in order to regain their past 
strength and prosperity ? 

The Conditions of Peace are just and even lenient; the obligations 
imposed on Bulgaria have been limited to a sum which is decidedly 
lower than the amount of damage sustained by the Allied and Asso- 
ciated Powers by reason of her entry into the war. If the latter 
acted in this manner, it was precisely because they wished to take 
into account Bulgaria’s capacity for payment, which they made 
every effort to estimate with absolute impartiality. The second 
paragraph of Article 124 of the Conditions of Peace—which pro- 
vides for Germany’s renunciation of a debt of Bulgaria’s transferred 
to the Reparation Commission for the benefit of the Allied and 
Associated Powers by the Treaty of Versailles—is proof positive 
of this desire not to demand from Bulgaria anything which may 
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exceed her resources. There can therefore be no question of can- 
celling the figure of 2 milliard 250 million gold francs. But if, 
against all probability, it should in future become evident that, 
Bulgaria’s position not being as now estimated, she is at any par- 
ticular time unable to pay the instalment corresponding to her 
contribution towards reparation, Article 122 of the Conditions of 
Peace is amply sufficient to permit of any justifiable modification 
being granted to her. 

Il. In connection herewith, the Bulgarian Delegation asks, in the 
first place, that a total sum be fixed representing the entire amount 
of liabilities devolving on its country under the various provisions of 
the Treaty, and secondly that the yearly payments mentioned in the 
fifth paragraph of Article 121 of the Conditions of Peace shall not be 
higher during the first few years, when the resources of the State will 
be most restricted, than during subsequent years. 

As regards the first point, the Allied and Associated Powers are 
unable to give satisfaction to Bulgaria. The reasons for refusal are 
obvious when it is remembered that Bulgaria wishes to see her own 
military expenditure included in the total to be limited in advance. It 
would thus be very easy for Bulgaria to reduce to a minimum her 
obligation to share in the reparation for damage. 

With regard to the second point, on the contrary, the observations 
of the Bulgarian Delegation did not appear unfounded. The Allied 
and Associated Powers agree therefore to insert an alteration in the 
fifth paragraph of Article 121, the second clause of which shall 
henceforth read as follows :— 

“Therefore, each half-yearly payment shall include, over and above 
the payment of interest at the rate of 5% (five per centum) per 


annum, the provision of a sinking fund sufficient to extinguish the 
total amount due by Bulgaria in 87 years from January 1, 1921.” 


In this manner, the yearly payments to be made by Bulgaria would 
not necessarily become less as time goes on, and instructions could be 
given to the Interallied Commission to arrange for these payments in 
accordance with practical possibilities. 

III. It goes without saying that the Allied and Associated Powers 
cannot consider the possibility of fixing the reparation debt in levas, 
as requested by the Bulgarian Delegation; it is obvious that in that 
case Bulgaria would have no further interest in maintaining the 
international value of her currency, and could indeed reduce the 
actual value of her payments indefinitely. 

It does not seem impossible under this head, however, to grant to 
Bulgaria certain facilities for payment by permitting the Interallied 
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Commission, if necessary, to accept payment in levas—at their 
current value, which the Commission itself would fix—or various 
payments in kind. 

The Allied and Associated Powers therefore consent to the insertion 
in the Treaty of a clause similar to Par. 19 of Annex IT of the Chapter 
on Reparations of the Treaty of Versailles. This clause, which 
would be a fresh paragraph of Article 121 (inserted between the 
former paragraphs 6 and 7) should read as follows: 

“Payments required to be made in specie in virtue of the above pro- 
visions may at any time be accepted by the Reparation Commission 
in the form of chattels, properties, commodities, businesses, rights and 
concessions, within or without Bulgarian territory, ships, bonds, 
shares, or securities of any kind, or currencies of Bulgarian or other 
States, the value of such substitutes for gold being fixed at a fair and 
just amount by the Reparation Commission itself.” 


IV. It would be superfluous to dwell on the fact that it is impossible 
for the Allied and Associated Powers to contemplate the deduction of 
interest from the sums due from Bulgaria as reparation. Strictly 
speaking, the payment of reparation for damage already committed 
could be demanded immediately. It is merely out of consideration for 
de facto impossibilities that this payment has been deferred. The 
obligation to pay interest exists from the first day when a debt is 
acknowledged ; it cannot be avoided. 

The Bulgarian Delegation also requests that a delay of 50 years 
from 1st April 1925 (in reality, a delay of 54 years) be substituted for 
the delay of 37 years provided for in Article 121 of the Conditions of 
Peace; it is sufficient to remark that such a measure is at any rate 
unnecessary, seeing that Article 122 gives the Interallied Commission 
the power to grant any delays in payment which it shall consider 
necessary. 

V. The Allied and Associated Powers are also unable to reconsider 
Articles 127 and 128 of the Conditions of Peace. These Articles have 
limited, by means of a special arrangement, the right of certain of the 
said Powers whose territories have been violated and looted by Bul- 
garian troops, to receive entire restitution. This arrangement risks 
indeed being unduly favourable to Bulgaria, nevertheless the last para- 
graph of Article 127 and that of Article 128 both illustrate the mod- 
eration and scrupulousness with which this undeniable right will be 
applied. 

VI. Finally, the suggestion by the Bulgarian Delegation that some 
of the Allied and Associated Powers might pay for the works of mili- 
tary importance which Bulgaria carried out on their territory for the 
purpose of fighting against them, is not worthy of discussion. 
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Parr VIII 
FINANCIAL CLAUSES 
FINANCIAL CLAUSES 
(Articles 132 to 146) 


The Allied and Associated Powers have most carefully considered 
the observations submitted by the Bulgarian Delegation concerning 
the clauses inserted in Part VIII of the Conditions of Peace. 

The present reply will not discuss each of the observations of the 
Bulgarian Delegation, but confine itself to indicating the points on 
which it seemed necessary to supply further details, either for the 
purpose of removing a misunderstanding on the part of the Bulgarian 
Delegation or of proving the slight foundation of some of its observa- 
tions. 

Article 133. The observations of the Bulgarian Delegation on the 
obligation to pay for the upkeep of armies of occupation refer :— 


1) to occupation before the coming into force of the Treaty ; 
2) to occupation after the coming into force of the Treaty. 


As regards the first point, the Allied and Associated Powers see no 
valid reason for renouncing provisions inserted in the Treaties of 
Versailles and Saint Germain, according to which Germany and 
Austria undertook to pay the total cost of the armies of occupation. 
The Allied and Associated Powers cannot, furthermore, enter into any 
discussion with the Bulgarian Government as to the strategic use of 
the military units sent to Bulgaria. 

As regards the second point, the Allied and Associated Powers are 
agreed in stating that they have no intention of continuing military 
occupation after the coming into force of the Treaty. 

Consequently, and in order clearly to indicate this intention as well 
as to avoid any ambiguity which may have misled the Bulgarian 
Delegation, the wording of the first phrase of Article 133 will be altered 
as follows :-— 

Instead of: “There shall be paid by Bulgaria the total cost of all 
armies occupying territory within her boundaries, as defined in accord- 
ance with the present Treaty, from the date of signature of the Armis- 
tice of September 29, 1918”, read: “There shall be paid by Bulgaria 
the total cost of all armies ... occupying territory within her 
boundaries, as these are defined in the present Treaty, from the signa- 
ture of the Armistice of September 29, 1918, and until the coming into 
force of the present Treaty.” 


Article 136. The Allied and Associated Powers have agreed that 
only the value of material of a non-military character surrendered in 
execution of the Armistice or of the Treaty shall be credited to the 
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State surrendering the same, and that the value of war material shall 
not be credited to the general Reparation account. The Bulgarian 
Delegation brings forward no arguments against this principle; and 
the Allied and Associated Powers agree that the text of Article 136 
should be retained. 

Nevertheless, to ensure unity of opinion in decisions establishing 
the non-military character of material surrendered by Germany, Aus- 
tria and Bulgaria, the penultimate line of the second paragraph of 
Article 136 shall be altered as follows :— 


Instead of : “There shall be credited to Bulgaria . . . the value... 
of material ... for which, as having non-military value, credit 
should, in the judgment of the Reparation Commission acting through 
the Inter-Allied Commission, be allowed”, read: “There shall be 
credited to Bulgaria . . . the value ... of material for which, as 
having non-military value, credit should, in the judgment of the 
Reparation Commission, be allowed.” 


Articles 134-141. The Bulgarian Delegation asks that Powers to 
whom Bulgarian territory is ceded may assume responsibility for part 
of the Bulgarian public debt as it shall stand at the date of signature 
of the Treaty, and not as it stood on August 1, 1914. 

Were such a claim allowed, the Powers to whom Bulgarian terri- 
tory is ceded would have to bear the burden of part of the debt which 
Bulgaria contracted in order to wage an unjust war against those 
Powers. The Allied and Associated Powers cannot consider such a 
possibility. They agree, however, that part of the Bulgarian Debt 
contracted between August 1, 1914, and October 11, 1915, (at which 
date Bulgaria entered the war against Serbia) was used for the benefit 
of territory surrendered by Bulgaria in virtue of the Treaty, and 
they consider that the date of October 11, 1915, may be substituted 
for that of August 1, 1914 in Article 141. 

They nevertheless consider that such part of the Bulgarian public 
debt as was contracted between August 1, 1914, and October 11, 1915 
and directly used to prepare for war, cannot be divided among the 
Powers to whom Bulgarian territory is surrendered, and they leave 
it to the Reparation Commission to determine that part of the debt. 

Consequently, the wording of Article 141 has been altered as 
follows :— 


Instead of: “Any Power to which Bulgarian territory is ceded .. . 
undertakes to pay . . . such contribution towards the charge for the 
Bulgarian Public Debt as it stood on August 1, 1914... .”, read: 
“Any Power to which Bulgarian territory is ceded . . . undertakes 
to pay such contribution towards the charge for the Bulgarian Public 
Debt as it stood on October 11, 1915 (including .. . laid down in 
Article 134). The Reparation Commission, acting through the Inter- 
Allied. Commission, shall determine the amount of the Bulgarian 
Public Debt on October 11, 1915, taking into account, in the case of 
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the debt contracted after August 1, 1914, only that part of the debt 
which was not used by Bulgaria to prepare a war of aggression. The 
part of the Bulgarian Public Debt to be paid by each Power to which 
territory is surrendered shall be that which the Principal Allied and 
Associated Powers . . . etc.” 


Article 139. This Article settles the question of the Loan contracted 
by Bulgaria in July 1914 with German Banks. 

The Bulgarian Delegation claims that as the Loan Agreement was 
not carried out by the German creditors, it is now null and void, and 
asks for the omission of Article 139 as useless. According to cer- 
tain information received, however, the German banks which signed 
the Loan Agreement consider the same to be perfectly valid and in- 
tend to stand by it. 

To avoid all discussion, the Allied and Associated Powers therefore 
feel it necessary to retain Article 139. They prefer to run the risk 
of inserting a supererogatory provision in the Treaty, rather than 
expose themselves to future controversies. 

Moreover, they wish to point out that the obligation imposed on 
the Bulgarian Government of transferring to the Reparation Com- 
mission all rights, interests and securities of every kind retained by 
Bulgarian nationals under loan agreements and conventions does not 
exceed the conditions imposed on Germany by Article 235 of the 
Treaty of Versailles and that this obligation has not been improperly 
imposed, as stated by the Bulgarian Delegation. In reality the value 
of all these rights, interests and securities will be credited to Bul- 
garia by the Reparation Commission, to be deducted from sums due 
as reparation, 

Articles 129 and 145. The Allied and Associated Powers intend to 
credit Bulgaria (on account of the total amount fixed in Article 121 
of the Treaty of Peace and owed by Bulgaria as reparation) with 
all sums and shares which the Reparation Commission may recover 
from sums owed to Bulgaria under the financial and economic clauses 
of the Treaty and the clauses concerning Ports, Waterways and 
Railways. 

In order completely to reconcile the wording of Articles 129 and 
145, Article 129 is altered as follows :— 


“the following shall be placed to the credit of Bulgaria in respect 
to her reparation obligations:—Any amounts which the Reparation 
Commission may consider due to Bulgaria under Part VIII (Finan- 
cial Clauses), Part IX (Economic Clauses), and Part XI (Ports, 
Waterways and Railways) of the present Treaty.” 


Article 146. The Allied and Associated Powers have no desire to 
claim from Bulgaria payment in gold currency of sums owed by her 
under the Treaty. 
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The Bulgarian Government may procure as it thinks best the : 
necessary foreign bills and cheques to meet the payments required 
of it. 


Parr IX 
Economic CLavsEs 
SECTION I 
COMMERCIAL RELATIONS 


Article 151. With the object of safeguarding as far as possible the 
fiscal revenues of Bulgaria, the Allied and Associated Powers are pre- 
pared to alter the text of Article 151 in such a way as to make it clear 
that customs duties upon their imports shall be payable in gold in all 
cases where, in virtue of Bulgarian law, such payment in gold could 
be demanded on 28th July, 1914, on condition that the rate of exchange 
of gold for notes shall be periodically fixed by the Reparation Com- 
mission. 

The Allied and Associated Powers cannot, however, consider any 
alteration of Article 151 as regards the rates of duty applicable to 
their imports into Bulgaria within the period of one year from the 
coming into force of the present Treaty. Only the most favourable 
duties in force on July 28, 1914, may be applied to these imports. 

Nor can the proposal to reduce the period of application of Article 
151 to six months be accepted. In Treaties previously concluded with 
Allies of Bulgaria provisions were introduced which, in the case of 
the products of certain adjacent countries, provided for free import 
or the benefit of conventional tariffs during a specified period some- 
times extending to five years. Bulgaria has been spared similar pro- 
visions in the present Treaty. ‘ 

The stable and uniform regime provided by Article 151 for the 
period of one year is necessary to allow of the resumption of interna- 
tional trade with Bulgaria, especially in view of economic conditions 
caused by the war, which the Bulgarian Delegation does not fail to 
recognize. 

SECTION II 


TREATIES 


Article 162. The Bulgarian Delegation suggests that all multilateral 
Treaties existing before the war should be revived. It mentions, how- 
ever, no omission as regards the list given in Article 162 and offers no 
definite suggestions. 
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The Allied and Associated Powers have provided for revival of all 
multilateral Treaties which they thought compatible with fresh con- 
ditions resulting from the war. They therefore see no reason to alter 
the Article in question. 

The requests of the Bulgarian Delegation either arise from an in- 
sufficient comprehension of the text under discussion or are not founded. 
upon specific instances, and cannot be granted. 

Article 168. The Bulgarian Delegation states that it cannot agree 
to the revival of bilateral Treaties under the conditions laid down in 
that Article, since Bulgaria will not enjoy the same rights as the 
Allied and Associated Powers. 

Germany and Austria have accepted a text identical with that of 
Article 168, and Bulgaria must do likewise. 

The Bulgarian Delegation, however, commits a double error in the 
interpretation of this Article. 

The Allied and Associated Powers cannot arbitrarily set aside cer- 
tain provisions of a bilateral Treaty which they desire to revive. They 
can and should only omit from such a Treaty any provisions which 
do not agree with the general dispositions or specific provisions of the 
Treaty of Peace. The third paragraph of Article 168 is very clear 
on this point. 

On the other hand, while the Article provides that the League of 
Nations shall be called upon to decide, this is only in case of a diver- 
gence of opinion between the Allied and Associated Powers. 

Article 164. Article 164 gives Bulgaria the opportunity of par- 
ticipating in the drawing up of the proposed new radio-telegraphic 
Convention. It does not imply that the text of that Convention will 
be dictated to her and that she must accept it ne varietur; but merely 
provides against a systematic refusal to conclude the Convention or 
claims rendering its conclusion impossible in practice. 

Article 165. The Allied and Associated Powers are prepared to 
substitute the following text for the text of this Article, viz:— 

“Until the conclusion of a new Convention concerning fishing in 
the waters of the Danube to replace the Convention of November 29, 


1901,° the transitory regime to be established will be settled by an 
arbitrator appointed by the European Commission of the Danube.” 


Articles 166 and 167. The period fixed by these Articles was con- 
sidered sufficient by the Powers allied to Bulgaria; it cannot be pro- 
longed, in view of the necessity for establishing as soon as possible 
the guarantees indispensable for economic relations between the nations 
concerned. 

Articles 169, 171 and 172. It is not for the Allied and Associated 
Powers to free Bulgaria from charges and indemnities caused by her 


* Martens, Nouveau recueil général de traités, 2 sér., tome xxxin, p. 277. 
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own fault; but it is to be recalled that Germany and Austria have 
undertaken in advance to accept the clauses of the present Treaty 
affecting them. 

Article 175. This Article does not imply the perpetual maintenance 
of the Capitulations, since it expressly envisages the possibility of 
abolishing that regime by means of special conventions. 

It is not for Bulgaria to revive the agreements she had concluded 
or prepared with certain Allied and Associated Powers, but for the 
Allied and Associated Powers to lay down, in conformity with the 
general principles of the present Treaty, the manner in which equi- 
table treatment may be secured for foreigners in Bulgaria. 


SECTION III 
DEBTS 


The Allied and Associated Powers cannot consider relinquishing the 
system of Clearing-Offices. 

Should certain Allied and Associated Powers opt for this system, 
even if they apply it only in their relations with Bulgaria, the result 
would not be, as the Bulgarian Delegation imagine, a more consid- 
erable depreciation of the Bulgarian leva than by application of the 
system of direct recovery; whether it is a question of settlement by 
the Bulgarian State or direct settlement by Bulgarian nationals, pay- 
ment may always be claimed in the currency of the Allied or Asso- 
ciated State concerned. 

Nevertheless, to allow Bulgaria to procure means of payment with 
less haste, the Allied and Associated Powers are prepared to substitute 
the following text for the first paragraph of all of the Annex to 
Section IIT :— 

“The balance between the Clearing Offices shall be struck every three 


months and the credit balance paid in cash by the debtor State within 
a month”. 


SECTION IV 
PROPERTY, RIGHTS AND INTERESTS 


Article 177. If, as the Bulgarian Delegation acknowledge, there is 
reason to regret the measures of seizure and liquidation taken by the 
Bulgarian Government, even against the property, rights and inter- 
ests of Allied and Associated Powers who, far from resorting to the 
disposal of Bulgarian property, rights and interests, have not even 
applied measures of sequestration or any other war measures, it 1s 
none the less the obvious duty of Bulgaria to fulfil her obligations as 
completely and promptly as possible and with this object to use all 
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means at her disposal and in particular the capital of her nationals 
invested abroad. 

The treatment reserved for Bulgarian property, rights and inter- 
ests may be different in certain countries. This may be the case in 
the United States, who are not at war with Bulgaria but who have 
taken part in the preparation of the Treaty with that Power, guided 
as they are by their interest in the general peace and consequently in 
the settlement of certain questions due to the war, which settlement 
must be such as to contribute to the maintenance of peace. Seeing 
that this is the reason for the participation of the United States in 
the Treaty with Bulgaria and also that no steps have been taken 
against Bulgarian property in the United States, it seems unnecessary 
to raise the question of the application of the Treaty to that property, 
at least if Bulgaria herself has respected American property within 
her territory during the war. 

The question whether Bulgaria should be credited under Article 
129 with the total proceeds of liquidations effected in virtue of 
Article 177, or only with the balance remaining after payment of 
compensation under paragraphs (e), (f) and (A) of the latter 
Article, will be decided by the Reparation Commission in accordance 
with Article 122. 

Article 177 (6). The fears expressed by the Bulgarian Delegation 
seem groundless, in view of the guarantees offered by the third 
part of that paragraph and the fourth part of Articles 40 and 45. 

Article 177 (e). The limitation proposed by the Bulgarian Dele- 
gation in the application of this paragraph cannot be considered. 
Nationals of all the Allied and Associated Powers who are signa- 
tories of the present Treaty are entitled to compensation, if injured 
by the measures of transfer or exceptional war measures referred to 
in pars. 1 and 8 of the Annex to Section IV. 

Article 177 (%). The taxes and imposts in question are not simply 
those levied on the property, rights and interests of the nationals 
of Allied and Associated Powers to which the property, rights and 
interests of Bulgarian nationals were not subjected, but of all im- 
posts or taxes on capital. 

Article 177 (Annex). To meet the observations of the Bulgarian 
Delegation, the Allied and Associated Powers are prepared to insert 
the following text at the end of the first sentence of paragraph (d) 
of the present Article, viz:— 


“If however in the States referred to in paragraph (2) of this 
Article measures prejudicial to the property, rights and interests 
of Bulgarian nationals and not in accordance with the local law 
have been taken, the Bulgarian proprietor shall be entitled to com- 
pensation for the damage caused to him. This compensation shall 
a fixed by the Mixed Arbitral Tribunal provided for by Section 
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Articles 177 and 178. With regard to territories taken from Bul- 
garia to form independent States, the Treaty creating the inde- 
pendent State would determine the regime in regard to property, 
rights and interests. 


SECTION V 


CONTRACTS, PRESCRIPTIONS, JUDGMENTS 


Article 180. The Bulgarian Delegation think that the maintenance 
of contracts is dependent upon the pleasure of the Allied States 
or their nationals, But, in the first place, the exception contained 
in paragraph (6) of Article 180 is limited to cases in which the 
execution of the contract is required in the general interest, and in 
the second place its execution can only be demanded by the Gov- 
ernment of the Allied and Associated State concerned and not by a 
national of that State. 

It must also be pointed out that it is not the case that this Govern- 
ment can, in virtue of paragraph (b), demand that one part only of 
the contract be upheld. The contract remains valid in its entirety 
and the exception provided for in paragraph 3 of the Annex only 
refers to the case of contracts one part of which is annulled by virtue 
of Article 180 and one part upheld by virtue of the general exception 
contained in paragraph 2 of the annex. 

Article 182. The exceptional provisions of this Article are justified 
by the measures of spoliation applied by Bulgaria to Allied conces- 
sionaires. 

Nevertheless, the Allied and Associated Powers are prepared to 
alter the text of the Article as follows :— 

“Concessions . . . may in case of abnormal conditions of working 
or of dispossession resulting from conditions or measures of war be 
extended on the application of the interested party, which must be 
presented within three months from the coming into force of the 
present Treaty.” 


Annex, paragraph 12. The Allied and Associated Powers agree to 
omit this paragraph. 
SECTION VII 


INDUSTRIAL PROPERTY 


Reciprocity has been granted in this Section in all cases in which 
it can be effectively accorded. Bulgarian legislation concerning in- 
dustrial property has not hitherto been of a kind to justify the Allied 
and Associated Powers in exempting Bulgaria from provisions ac- 
cepted by her Allies. 
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SECTION VUI 
SPECIAL PROVISIONS RELATING TO TRANSFERRED TERRITORY 


Article 197. The Allied and Associated Powers are prepared to sub- 
stitute the following text for the second paragraph, viz:— 


“The amount of taxes and imposts on capital which have been levied 
or increased on the property, rights and interests of former Bulgarian 
nationals since September 29, 1918, or which shall be levied or increased 
until restitution in accordance with the provisions of the present 
Treaty, or, in the case of property, rights and interests which have not 
been subjected to exceptional measures of war, until three months from 
the coming into force of the present Treaty, shall be returned to the 
owners. | . 

The property, rights and interests restored shall not be subject to 
any tax levied in respect of any other property or any other business 
owned by the same person after such property had been removed from 
Bulgaria, or such business had ceased to be carried on therein. 

If taxes of any kind have been paid in anticipation in respect of 
property, rights and interests removed from Bulgaria, the proportion 
of such taxes paid for any period subsequent to the removal of the 
property, rights and interests in question shall be returned to the 
owners.” 


RESUMPTION OF OFFICIAL RELATIONS 


The Bulgarian Delegation ask for reciprocity as regards the right 
reserved by the Allied and Associated Powers, in virtue of Article 159, 
of appointing consuls in Bulgarian towns and ports. 

The Allied and Associated Powers are not prepared to grant Bul- 
garia this right; it should, however, be noted that nothing in that 
Article is opposed either to the revival under the terms of Article 
168 of Consular Conventions between individual Allied and Associ- 
ated Powers and Bulgaria, or to the conclusion of fresh agreements 
between Bulgaria and these Powers concerning the admission of 
Bulgarian consular officers to their territory. 


Parr XI 
Ports, Waterways & Rartways 


(Articles 212-248) 


\ 


As regards the questions affecting Ports, Waterways and Railways, 
the Allied and Associated Powers have noted with satisfaction that the 
sentiments expressed by the Bulgarian Delegation were similar to: 
those which had always inspired its deliberations. . 

With regard to the Articles to which the objections of the Bulgar- 
ian Delegation refer, on the other hand, the Commission do not, after 
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careful examination, feel able to alter the text. Similar clauses have 
been inserted in the Treaties with Germany and Austria. . 
With regard to the question of railway communications betwee 
Paris and Constantinople, it does not come within the scope of the 
Peace Treaty and must form the subject of subsequent negotiations 
between the Governments concerned. | 


Part XII 
Lasour 
(Articles 249 to 289) 


While appreciating Bulgaria’s intentions, the Allied and Associated 
Powers cannot alter the provision of the Treaty of Peace which only 
admits the original members of the League of Nations as original mem- 
bers of the Labour Conference. 


Appendix B to HD-81 


[Reply of the Allied and Associated Powers to the Observations of 
the Bulgarian Delegation on the Conditions of Peace (Continued) | 


Part II 
FRONTIERS 
(Articles 27 to 35) 


The Bulgarian Delegation has asked that modifications be made 
concerning the frontiers as assigned to her in the Peace Conditions, 
both in Thrace, and on the Serb-Croat and Slovene side. The Dele- 
gation furthermore exposed Bulgaria’s claims to Dobrudja, and asked 
that the “Final statutes” of that region be regulated by the Allied and 
Associated Governments. 

On this last point, the Allied and Associated Governments esteem 
that, in view of the object of the present Treaty, the Dobrudja question 
is out of place. 

As to the outline of the other frontiers referred to in the observations 
of the Bulgarian Delegation, it was adopted only after an attentive 
study taking into account all the elements of the problem. However, 
the Allied and Associated Powers have examined the arguments in- 
yoked with care, but, without disregarding their value, they were 
unable to recognize any motive of a nature to justify a change in these 
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carefully studied decisions. The Allied and Associated Powers, there- 
fore, are unable to accord Bulgaria the modifications solicited. 

The Allied and Associated Powers were, furthermore, particularly 
attentive to protect the economic interests of Bulgaria by guaran- 
teeing, in particular, this country an outlet to the Aegean Sea. In 
numerous cases, the Powers were obliged to have recourse to the same 
procedure in order to reconcile the interests under debate, and they 
do not doubt, that if Bulgaria loyally accepts this solution, the future 
will show that the guarantees which have been given her will be in no 
manner illusory. 





Appendix C to HD-81 
[Memorandum From Marshal Foch] 


COMMA NDER-IN-CHIEF 
OF THE ALLIED ARMIES 
GENERAL STAFF 


No. 5226 OcroBer 381, 1919. 
MrmoraNnpuM 


In an interview with the Chiefs of the Military Missions of the 
Entente, which took place at Riga on October 27, the Lettish Gov- 
ernment has renewed its request for assistance, and made precise the 
conditions of the support to be given to it by the Allies, with a view 
to enable it to continue the fight against the Germans and the 
Bolshevists. 

Following are the conditions: 


1st.—Active assistance against Germany, and reinforcement of the 
direct help given by the fleet. 

2nd.—Cession of army and war material, to be sent immediately. 

3rd.—Advance in the form of a loan of two millions pounds sterling. 

4th.—New shipments of food supplies. 

5th.—Interdiction to the Germans to send to Germany any Lettish 
provisions, absolute closing of the German frontier—surrender of 
the German material in Latvia. 

6th.—Transfer to the Lettish authorities of the Riga—Libau rail- 
way, actually in the hands of the Germans, as this town (Riga) will, 
in six weeks, be blockaded by ice. 


The Lettish Government asked for a reply by the 8rd of Novem- 
ber in order to be able to determine its line of conduct. 

It seems that, on account of the difficult situation in which this 
Government is placed, consequent to the fight engaged in on two 
fronts and the demands of the Esthonian Government, its neighbor, 
there is every advantage in answering its request within the proper 
time, in order to deprive it of any pretext to negotiate with its 
enemies. 
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Ist —Active assistance against Germany: 

a) By its resolution of the 10th of October,’ the Supreme Council 
had decided to send to the Baltic provinces an Inter-Allied Mission 
for the purpose of assuring the control of the evacuation of the 
German troops, and to provoke all measures which may facilitate 
and accelerate this evacuation. This Mission is about to leave. 

b) All supplies of food and raw materials, and all financial facili- 
ties are refused to Germany as long as the latter will not have 
obeyed the order of evacuation (decision of the Supreme Council 
of the 17th [27th] of September) .® 

c) Finally, the German navigation has been stopped in the Baltic, 
with the reserve of taking into consideration the trade necessities of 
neutrals (order of the Inter-Allied Naval Armistice Commission 
of October 10, confirmed by the decision of the Supreme Council 
of October 22nd.) .° 

Thus, the Allied and Associated Governments give to the Baltic 
provinces an active assistance, by imposing upon Germany an effec- 
tive military control and serious economic penalties, the effect of 
which will be deeply felt by her. 

These Governments, on the other hand, reserve the right to 
take, if necessary, all new measures which they may deem necessary, 
in order to obtain from Germany the executions of her agreements. 


2nd—Cession of Arms and War Material: 

The Allied and Associated. Governments have already granted 
to the Lettish Government important cessions of war material and 
supplies. 

During the first days of November a ship transporting armament 
and equipment for 10,000 men will leave the port of Boulogne, for 
Latvia.* 

Study is being made at the present time as to what extent it will 
be possible to satisfy a new request for material for 40,000 men. 


Srd. Advance under the form of loans 
to the amount of 2,000,000 Ibs. The question will be sub- 
sterling mitted to an examination 

4th. New shipments of supplies in food- by the Governments. 
stuffs. 

5th. a) Interdiction that Lettish provisions be sent into Germany by 
the Germans. 


* HD-€7, minute 4, and appendices D and B thereto, pp. 536, 546, and 547. 

*HD-62, minute 3, and appendix E thereto, pp. 406 and 419. 

°HD-74, minute 9, p. 736. 

* There remains about 40 cars, in course of transport, and which will not 
reach Boulogne before November 4th, to be shipped. [Footnote in the original.] 
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Any requisition, seizure, or coercive measure with a view to ob- 
taining resources destined for Germany is forbidden to the German 
troops. (Article 14 of the Armistice of November 11, 1918.) 

In execution of this provision, the Interallied Commission to the 
Baltic Regions has received an order: “to prevent the removal of 
any matériel or provisions which does not properly belong to the 
German troops”, 

b) The surrender of German material in Latvia: 

This surrender cannot be exacted by law. It may, however, be 
the object of transactions with the German Government. 

However, the Supreme Council decided,” that after October 11th, 
the Interallied Control Commission at Berlin would be authorized 
to order the delivery of munitions and Russian war material, de- 
posited in Germany, to the Russian armies recognized by the Allied 
and Associated Governments. This provision shall be applicable to 
the Lettish army. 

c) Closing of the frontier: 

In notes dated October 8rd" and 16th, the German Govern- 
ment itself, specified that it had ordered the closing of the frontier, 
the discontinuance of supplies and munitions, and that it had or- 
ganized, to this end, frontier surveillance posts, which were ordered 
to fire on German troops attempting to enter Courland. 

The Inter-Allied Mission shall be especially entrusted with the 
strict execution of these prescriptions. 

The occupation of the territory of Memel, which shall be effected 
upon the entry into force of the Peace Treaty, will facilitate the 
execution of this supervision, by permitting the greater part of the 
ways of entry to Latvia to be barred by Allied troops. 


6th—Transfer of the Riga-Libau Railway line administration to 
Lettish authorities, now controlled by Germans. 

This question is within the competence of the Inter-Allied Control 
Mission, the departure of which is announced above. The attention 
of the Head of this Mission shall be called to the necessity of solving 
this question as soon as possible. 

F. Focu 


* HD-68, minute 6, p. 580. 
“ Appendix A to HD-66, p. 517. 
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Appendix D to HD-81 


Report of Meeting of the Naval Advisors Concerning the Compensa- 
tion To Be Demanded of the German Government for the Sinking 
of Their Men-of-War at Scapa Flow on 21 June, 1919 


1 Novempsr, 1919. 


1. In view of the reparation claims that Germany had already 
incurred under the terms of the Peace Treaty, it is not considered 
feasible to make any further financial or material demands other than 
the following, which however cannot be regarded as complete com- 
pensation to the Allied and Associated Powers for the losses incurred 
through the sinking of the modern German men-of-war at Scapa :— 


(a) The five Light Cruisers 


Konigsberg 
Pillau 
Graudenz 
Regensburg 
Strassburg 


(6) Such number of floating docks, floating cranes, tugs and 
dredgers equivalent to the displacement of 400,000 tons as the Allied 
and Associated Powers may demand. The lifting power of a dock 
to be taken as displacement, and approximately 75% of the docks 
over 10,000 tons are to be included. 


2. In order to put the above conditions into effect, the German 
Government shall undertake to supply to the Allied Naval Commis- 
sion of Control within 10 days of the deposit of the ratification of 
the Peace Treaty, a complete list of all floating docks, floating cranes, 
tugs and dredgers in German possession. This list is to notify the 
material which was in the possession of the German Government on 
11th November, 1918, or in which the German Government had con- 
siderable interests on that date. 

3. The Allied Naval Commission of Control will select the floating 
docks, floating cranes, tugs and dredgers in accordance with the fol- 
lowing provisions :— 

The priority of selection will be:— 


(i) Government docks, cranes, tugs and dredgers which were Gov- 
ernment property on 11th N ovember 1918. 

(ii) Floating docks, floating cranes, tugs and dredgers in which the 
German Government had large interests on 11 November 1918. 

(iii) Floating docks, floating cranes, tugs and dredgers, the removal 
of which will have the least effect on the working of the port in 
which they are situated. 
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4, The German officers and men belonging to the men-of-war which 
were sunk at Scapa and which are at present retained by the Allied 
and Associated Powers will, with the exception of any whose surren- 
der is required by Articles 228 of the Treaty of Peace, be repatriated on 
the German Government giving their guarantee to the conditions 
contained in paragraphs 1 and 2 above being carried out. 

5. The Allied and Associated Powers are placing any monies salved 
from the German men-of-war at Scapa which cannot be traced to 
any particular individual to the credit of the Reparation Fund. The 
amount of monies salved is 42,086 Marks 20 Pfennigs. 

6. The Torpedo Boat Destroyer B. 98 can be considered as one of 
the 42 T. B. D.’s to be surrendered under Article 185 of the Peace 
Treaty. 

Untrep Srates or AMERICA 
Great Britain 

FRANCE 

Iray 

JAPAN 


N. A. McCoury 


Paris Peace Conf. 180.03501/82 HD-82 


Notes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers Held in M. Pichon’s Room, Quai d’Orsay, Paris, on 
Monday, November 3, 1919, at 10 a. m. 


PRESENT 
AMERICA, 
UNITED STATES OF BritisH WMP FRANCE 
Hon. F. L. Polk Sir Byre Crowe M. Pichon 
Secretary Secretary Secretaries 
Mr. L. Harrison Mr. H. Norman M. Berthelot 
M. de Saint-Quentin 
ITALY JAPAN 
M. Scialoja M. Matsui 
Secretary Secretary 
M. Barone Russo M. Kawai. 
Joint Secretariat 
America, UNITED StaTEs oF. . . Capt. B. Winthrop 
British PMprRE ....... . Capt. G. Lothian Small 
Frunce.cgo;s9piet wots 2.) Mi Massigli 
Tray  eaie a oeeda cay Me Zanchi 


Interpreter—M. Mantoux 


The following were also present for items in which they were concerned: 


AMERICA, UNITED STATES OF 
General Bliss 

Dr. James Brown Scott 
Mr. A. W. Dulles 


BgiTisH EMPIRE 
General Sackville-West 
Lieut-Col. Kisch 
Commander Dunne 
Captain Fuller, R. N. 
Mr. H. W. Malkin 

Mr. A. Leeper 


FRANCE 

General Weygand 
General Desticker 

M. Kammerer 
Commandant Lacombe 
M. Fromageot 


ITALy 

General Cavallero 
M. Ricci-Busatti 

M. Vannutelli-Rey 
M. Stranieri 

Prince Boncompagni 


510124—46—VoL. vi1I-——_58 907 
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1, (The Council had before it a report from the Military Repre- 
sentatives at Versailles relative to the occupation of Memel prior to 


papertot the the ratification of the Treaty (See Appendix “A”).) 
ey een raries GENERAL DesticKer read and commented upon the 
Relative to the 

Occupation of report, p : 

Biomol Exioe (After a short discussion 

Ratification 1 : 

vethekeoes It was decided: 


to approve the report as prepared by the Military Representatives 
at Versailles, and that no troops should be sent to Memel before the 
entry into force of the Treaty.) 


2. (The Council had before it the report of the Military Repre- 
sentatives at Versailles relative to the suppression of the Inter-Allied 
who Transport Commission (See Appendix “B”).) 
ee eo aures GrneErAL DestickEr read and commented upon the 


at Versailles 
Suguesting the report. 


the Interallied 1 . 
Wor, (It was decided: 


* Commission 


to suppress the Inter-Allied Transport Commission, as proposed by 
the Military Representatives at Versailles in their report. ) 


3. (The Council had before it a note from the French Delegation 
on the Hungarian situation (See Appendix “C”).) 
ere ts M. Berruenor read and commented upon the note 
Hanasnes prepared by the French Delegation. He wished to 

bring to the attention of the Council that in para- 
graph 2, of Page 4,1 the phrase relative to the Inter-Allied force under 
discussion should be understood in the sense that the force include 
only Serbian, Roumanian and Czecho-Slovak troops, under an Inter- 
Allied command. 

Mr. Poxx stated that he had not yet seen a final report from Sir 
George Clerk and he thought it might be advisable to await this infor- 
mation before discussing the question. He should, however, inquire 
how the Council intended to treat the Inter-Allied Commission of 
Generals; if this Inter-Allied Commission had not succeeded, it was 
because the Supreme Council had not backed it up sufficiently. 

M. Berruevor thought that they had not carried out with sufficient 
authority the instructions given them by the Supreme Council, and 
on the other hand, they had not shown initiative, and did not seem to 
have had a consistent policy. As for Sir George Clerk, he did not 
seem to have succeeded in his mission with M. Friedrich. The affair 
seemed to be dragging along; M. Friedrich had not yet retired and 
the Democratic Government had not been formed as was expected by 
the Council. He added that the French proposition was not to be- 


* Post, p. 920. 
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little the mission of Sir George Clerk in any fashion, but it was im- 
portant to clear up the situation and settle this vexatious question. 

M. Prcuon thought it was extremely important to solve this ques- 
tion as soon as possible. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that the Roumanian and Hungarian questions 
of course involved each other. Sir George Clerk had insisted on the 
importance of getting the Roumanians out of the country, and a 
stable government could not be formed until this had been settled. 
The information from Sir George Clerk said there might be disad- 
vantages, but the balance of advantage was that the Roumanians 
should be gotten out. The Roumanians were defying the Council. M. 
Bratiano was dragging on negotiations with no intention of follow- 
ing the instructions of the Council. He certainly thought that they 
should insist on getting an answer from Roumania and he thought 
that the Council should publish the note? which has been sent to 
Roumania. M. Bratiano was spreading false versions of the note, 
sent in the course of the electioneering campaign which was going on 
in Roumania, and was pretending that there was no disagreement as 
between the Allies and Roumania. 

M. Berruerrt stated it was quite evident that the Roumanian troops 
should first get out but there was great danger if the Roumanian troops 
were to leave the country before other troops were sent to replace them. 
In that case, the Allies would find before them at Budapest only a 
Friedrich Government which had in its hands a force of police; out- 
side of Budapest was Admiral Horthy with an army of 20,000 men 
or so; at any rate he was reactionary and was a symbol of the Haps- 
burgs. In conclusion, first: the Roumanians should get out; secondly, 
the Roumanian troops should be replaced in such a way that the Alles 
would be in a position to impose their policy at Budapest; but the 
departure of the Roumanians would be dangerous if the Allies did not 
have other means of controlling the situation. As far as the Rou- 
manians were concerned, there was no doubt whatever they should be 
obliged to answer the note which had been sent them, and it might 
become advisable to publish this note, although this might not be of 
very great practical value, as elections were being held at this time. 
M. Bratiano was pretending that this note had never been delivered 
to the Roumanian Government by the Conference. According to his 
theory, only three out of the four Principal Allied and Associated 
Powers had presented the note, and the Italian representative had 
not associated himself with this step. General Coanda, who had just 
arrived in Paris, claimed that there was no need to reply to a note 
which had not been received. 





? Appendix B to HD-68, p. 583. 
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Mr. Poxx had noticed in the French note a reference to the Ameri- 
can General which he did not approve. He thought the American 
General had been doing his best to follow his instructions. His only 
contention was that Roumania was not on trial, but that the Supreme 
Council should be obeyed. The impression was going abroad in 
Roumania that the orders which were being executed by the Com- 
mission did not correspond to the real orders of the Supreme Council 
and also that if the text of the note did not sound quite French, it 
was because it stood for an Anglo-American translation. On the 
whole the impression there was that America was against Roumania; 
that was not so, it was only a question, as he had said before, of the 
orders of the Supreme Council being followed. If there were so 
little coordination of action between the Allies in this case, it argued 
[augured?] badly for the future. 

M. Picwon said they were all agreed that the Inter-Allied cohesion 
should be maintained. 

Mr. Pox asked how it was possible after they had ordered the 
Roumanians to leave Hungary, to think of leaving them in the Inter- 
Allied forces referred to in the latter part of the French note. 

Sm Eyre Crowe said M. Berthelot’s remark—that the Supreme 
Council’s note had not been received,—was a surprise. If that were so, 
then they could not insist upon its being carried out. That lack of 
cooperation in Bucharest was very serious. 

M. Scratogsa remarked that he had no information on the non-presen- 
tation of the note by the Italian representative; he would, however, 
get more information on the subject. 

M. Picuon stated that according to a telegram from the French 
Chargé d’Affaires at Bucharest there had been delay in presentation 
of the note to the Roumanian Government for the reason that the 
Italian representative had not received his instructions. A second 
telegram had informed him that the note had been delivered by three 
out of four representatives of the Allies without awaiting any longer 
the instructions of the Italian representative. He did not know 
whether the Italian representative had now received these instructions, 
but he wished to point out that the Roumanians were still maintaining 
that they had not received the note. 

Str Eyre Crows mentioned that M. Bratiano was spreading the 
report that this was an Anglo-American intrigue. 

M. Picuon was of the opinion that the note should be published so 
as to put a stop to these rumors, and also a further note, should the 
Council so decide. 

Mr. Pox wished to point out that the Council could only repeat the 


conclusions it had adopted at its meeting of August 5th or there- 
abouts. 
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M. BErtTHetor wished to point out that one could not reproach the 
French Government with having opposed itself to any of the orders 
sent to Bucharest. The French representative had always delivered 
the notes either in the name of the Allies or in the name of the French 
Government. Should M. Bratiano wish to try and cause disagreement 
between the Allies this should carefully be avoided. He repeated that 
two points were to be distinguished; on the Roumanian question there 
was no discussion possible as to the attitude to be taken, but the Hun- 
garian question remained. The departure of the Roumanians from 
Budapest ran the risk of bringing about a state of anarchy or the 
reappearance of the Hapsburg monarchy. 

Mr. Potx thought that early in September the Council had ordered 
the Roumanians to turn over 10,000 rifles to the Hungarian police 
which was to be organized, and he understood that only 1,000 rifles 
had been delivered up to this time without bayonets, without sufficient 
ammunition, and that the machine guns had been delivered without 
tripods. He thought there would be no use sending another Mission 
to Budapest if there was to be no compliance with the orders already 
sent out by the Council. If the present Mission had not done its 
work, it would then be advisable to recall it. 

M. Picnon agreed that this might be exact, but there remained the 
danger of an armed force under the orders of Admiral Horthy, with 
the shadow of a Hapsburg reaction. The Roumanians might be 
lying, but they again affirmed that they had given up these arms; it 
would be easy to verify this through the Mission and the orders 
should then be carried out. He again pointed out how dangerous it 
would be to recall Roumanian troops without being able to oppose 
an Inter-Allied force to the Horthy force. It was important to 
organize a democratic Government at Budapest or it would be im- 
possible to sign peace with Hungary. 

Mr. Potx wished to remark that four of the Powers had sent repre- 
sentatives to report on conditions in Hungary—he personally had 
great confidence in General Bandholtz,—and if the Council did not 
have confidence in these representatives it was for it to recall them. 
Later the Council had sent Sir George Clerk, in whom also he had the 
greatest confidence. He thought the Council should have confidence 
in the men they sent on these Missions, and he considered it had been 
well represented so far. 

M. BertHetor said that if the police force at Budapest was armed, 
that did not inspire great confidence, for it was in the hands of the 
Friedrich government. It was quite clear that the Council got its 
information from representatives wherever sent; it had also the ad- 
vantage of a general view of all the problems. The important ques- 
tion was that there should not remain a dangerous and ridiculous cen- 
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ter of disorganization in central Europe; a negative policy was not 
sufficient. They should have a positive policy. 

M. Picxon asked what was to be done about Hungary. Were they 
going to deliver it to the Friedrich government or to the Archduke? 
As the Allies would not have forces available to send there, it seemed 
that the best solution would be to have the occupation force composed 
of Serbian, Roumanian and Czecho-Slovak troops under an Inter- 
Allied command. If the Council had in mind a better solution, this 
was the time to put it forward. 

Mr. Potx asked whether the question should not also be exam- 
ined by the Financial experts. 

Sm Eyre Crown suggested that Sir George Clerk should be in- 
formed by telegram of the discussion, and asked for an opinion on 
the possibility of employing Roumanian, Serbian and Czecho-Slovak 
troops. 

Mr. Pox agreed with Sir Eyre Crowe, that the Council should 
not think of acting without Sir George Clerk’s opinion. 

M. Picuon remarked that Sir George Clerk could also consult the 
Generals. 

Sm Eyre Crowe inquired whether, in the existence of the dis- 
turbed state of the country, it would be expedient to use Roumanian 
troops, and whether a force containing Roumanian and Serbian 
troops would work well. 

M. Berruenor thought that this was simply a question of com- 
mand. He thought, however, that the Roumanians might be ex- 
cluded, especially if this exclusion might be used to show them how 
little confidence was put in them by the Supreme Council. But it 
was most important that they should have the symbol of an Inter- 
Allied force, so as to disarm Horthy. Telegrams would not be suf- 
ficient to do this. This occupation would not be very long, and with 
an efficient high command it would be easy to await the formation 
of a democratic Government. 

M. Picuon summed up, stating that the Council was agreed to 
send immediately a telegram to Bucharest, insisting that the Rou- 
manian Government should answer the last note sent by the Coun- 
cil. M. Berthelot would now prepare the text of this telegram. 

M. Berruetor submitted to the Council a draft telegram which 
was approved (See Appendix “D”). He thought it advisable to give 
the text of this telegram to the Roumanian Delegation that. same 
afternoon, and to publish the new and the former note the next day. 

Sir Eyre Crowe informed the Council he had at that moment re- 
ceived a telegram from Sir George Clerk, which he proceeded to read 
to the Council. : 

(The Council unanimously agreed to adjourn the examination of 
the draft telegram to be sent until the next meeting of the Council) 

(It was decided: 
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(1) to send a note to the Roumanian Government insisting on a 
prompt answer to the note which had already been sent by the Coun- 
cil on October 12th; 

(2) that this note should be immediately delivered to the Rou- 
manian Government at Bucharest by the four representatives of the 
Powers without waiting for further instructions from their respec- 
tive Governments; 

(3) to give the Roumanian Delegation at Paris a copy of this 
note that same afternoon; 

(4) that the present note, and also the original note, should be 
published the following day.) 


4, The Council had before it a report from the New States Commis- 

sion (See Appendix “E”), and a draft Treaty with Greece (See Ap- 
ce pendix “F”).) 
Minorities M. Kammnenrer read and commented upon the report 
ee of the New States Commission and the draft Treaty 
with Greece. He added that the proposed Treaty concerned Euro- 
pean territory only and should any Asiatic territory be attributed 
to Greece at a later time, a new treaty would be necessary. Greece 
should also be informed that the Treaty would be communicated to 
her at this time, but that the signature would only follow upon the 
final attribution to her of certain territories. 

(After a short discussion 

It was decided: 


(1) to approve the draft Treaty between the Principal Allied and 
Associated Powers and Greece, prepared by the New States Commis- 
sion ; 

(2) that in communicating the text of this treaty to the Greek 
Delegation the Secretary-General of the Peace Conference should 
inform the Delegation that it only applied to territories situated in 
Europe, and that Greece would not be asked to sign the Treaty before 
the territories to be attributed to her had been determined.) 


5. M. Fromacror wished to inquire which Powers should figure in 
the preamble of the Treaty with Bulgaria, and also which Powers 
were to sign. America and Japan were not at war 
meen with Bulgaria, but it seemed anomalous that they 
should not sign, taking into account the different dis- 

positions of the Treaty. 

Mr. Pox understood that the question had already been settled and 
that it was agreed that all the Principal Powers sign. 

M. Fromaceor said that, as for the other Allied and Associated 
Powers, a certain number had not declared war against Bulgaria, but 
their full powers had already been presented to the Bulgarian Delega- 
tion ; under those circumstances they had a right to sign. He proposed 
that a circular letter should be sent them asking whether they intended 
to sign, and he thought this would not delay the delivery of the reply 
to the Bulgarian counter-proposals. 
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It was decided: 


(1) that all the Principal Allied and Associated Powers should sign 
the Treaty with Bulgaria; : 

(2) that a circular letter should be addressed to the other Allied 
Powers which had not declared war against Bulgaria, to inquire 
whether it was their intention to sign the Treaty.) 


6. (The Council had before it the note from the Dutch Government 

(See Appendix “G”) and the draft reply prepared by the Drafting 

Committee to this note (See Appendix “H”).) 
M. Fromaceot read and commented upon both doc- 
to te eee: uments. He wished to add that the note sent by the 
Government Supreme Council on October 15th to Germany * con- 
German Ships formed to the declarations made in March at the 
Navigation Conference in Brussels concerning the question of 
ang ships in course of construction. He wished to point 
out that the decision was formerly that all ships in 

course of construction were to be delivered to the Allies. 

M. Scratosa remarked that, in the reply to the Dutch Government, 
paragraph 7, Annex 3, to Part VIII of the Treaty with Germany 
should be had in mind. A possible objection from the Dutch Govern- 
ment should be foreseen: the Treaty stated that Germany agreed to 
take any measures that might be necessary for obtaining the full title 
to the property in all ships which might have been transferred during 
the war to neutral flags. It therefore followed that Holland might 
very well tell the Allies that they should address their demands to 
Germany and not to her. He would like the Drafting Committee to 
take into consideration the possibility of that objection in the note 
to be sent to Holland. 

Mr. Poxx stated that apparently the said paragraph tied the hands 
of the Supreme Council; but as a matter of principle, this would not 
be in accord with the American view of International Law. Should 
not this note be sent back to the Drafting Committee to prepare a 
text which would satisfy all the members of the Council? 

Sir Eyre Crowe wished to remark that if an argument were begun 
with the Dutch Government, it would be difficult to foresee how long 
this discussion might last. 

(It was decided: 


to refer back to the Drafting Committee the draft reply to the note 
from the Dutch Government for further examination.) 


* Appendix A to HD-70, p. 649. 
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7. (The Council had before it a report from the Allied Railways 
Commission in Poland relative to the opening for commercial traffic 


Proposal of 

the Allied 
Railways 
Commission in 
Poland To Open 
for Commercial 
Traffic the 
Three Railroads 
Crossing the 
German-Polish 


of the three railroads crossing the German-Polish 
frontier north of Warsaw (See Appendix “I”).) 
Cotone, Kisco read and commented upon this 
report. He brought up the personal suggestion that 
the Armistice Commission was not the proper author- 


ity, but that the question should be referred to the 
Allied Representatives in Berlin. 

(After a short discussion 

It was decided: 


to approve the conclusions of the report as presented by the Allied 
Railways Commission in Poland, with this modification: that the 
Allied Military Representatives charged with the Polish-German 
Affairs acquaint the German Government with the agreements if any, 
concluded at Warsaw.) 


Frontier 
North of 
Warsaw 


8. (The Council had before it a request of the European Danube 


Request of the 
European 
Danube 
Commission on 
the Interna- 
tional Confer- 
ence To 
Establish the 
Regime of the 
Danube, as __ 
Provided for in 
Article 349 of 
the German 
Treaty 


Commission on the International Conference to estab- 
lish the regime of the Danube, as provided for in 
Article 349 of the German Treaty (See Appendix 
172);) 

(After a short discussion 

It was decided: 


to refer this request to the Drafting Committee for 
examination and report as to points of law.) 


9. (The Council had before it the request of the European Danube 


Request of 

the European 
Danube Com- 
mission for the 
Attribution of 
Two Tugs to 
That . 
Commission 


Commission for the attribution of two tugs to that 
Commission (See Appendix “K”).) 

(It was decided: 

to attribute two tugs belonging to the Enemy 


Powers to the European Danube Commission for an 
indemnity to be fixed by the arbitrators.) 


10. (The Council had before it the note from the German Delega- 


Note From the 
German 
Delegation 

to the 
Reparations 
Commission 
Regarding the 
Transport by 
Sea of Potatoes 
Purchased by 
Germany in 
Denmark 


tion to the Reparations Commission regarding the 
transport by sea of potatoes purchased by Germany 
in Denmark (See Appendix “L”).) 

(It was decided: 


to refer back to the Allied Naval Armistice Com- 
mission this question for examination and report.) 


(The meeting then adjourned.) 


Horet DE Critton, Parts, November 3, 1919. 
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Appendix A to HD-82 


SUPREME WAR COUNCIL 
MILITARY REPRESENTATIVES 


VeRsAILLES, 30 October, 1919. 
(aorh M. BR) 
ea: Report on the Occupation of Memel 
By a resolution dated October 25th, 1919,* the Supreme Council 
decided : 


“to refer to the Military Representatives at Versailles for examina- 
tion and report the question of whether the situation in the Baltic 
Provinces was such as to necessitate occupying Memel before the pre- 
scribed date”. 


The Military Representatives 


TAKING INTO CONSIDERATION : 


(1) That Germany maintains her sovereignty over the Memel dis- 
trict until the moment when the Treaty shall have come into force. 

(2) That the occupation of Memel before the Treaty shall have come 
into force would expose the troops of occupation to possible attack by 
German troops from East Prussia on the West, or from Lithuania on 
the East, or from both these directions, and that as long as the allied 
force intended for the occupation of the Plebiscite areas (Danzig, East 
Prussia, &c) are not in position (which will not be the case until 
after the coming into force of the Treaty) the allied forces in the 
Territory of Memel would be left without any reserves. 

(3) That the combatant strength of the German forces in Kast 
Prussia and Lithuania appear to be approximately 20,000 and 40,000 
respectively. 

(4) That it would be impracticable to occupy Memel in sufficient 
force to make the troops of occupation safe against such an attack. 

(5) That the Supreme Council has already decided (on October 
14th [15th], 1919) ® to occupy Memel after that region shall have 
passed to the hands of the Principal Allied and Associated Powers. 


ARE OF THE OPINION 


That the occupation of Memel before the prescribed date would offer 
certain advantages in providing the Inter-Allied Commission pro- 
ceeding to the Baltic Provinces with an efficient means of action, but 
that in view of the considerations reviewed above, this occupation 
should not be effected before the coming into force of the Treaty. 


*HD-76, minute 3, p. 765. 
° HD-70, minute 3, and appendix B thereto, pp. 641 and 650. 
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DESTICKER SackvittE-West Cavautrro Empick 
Military Repre- Major-General, Military Military 
sentative, French Military Representa- Representative, 
Section, Supreme Representative, tive,Italian American Sec- 
War Council British Section, WSection,Su- tion, Supreme 
Supreme War preme War War Council 
Couneil Council 
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Copy No. 26 
SUPREME WAR COUNCIL 
MILITARY REPRESENTATIVES 


S. W. C. 476 
(89th M. R.) 
Joint Note No. 46 


Jornt Note To THE SUPREME War Councit By rts Mrtirary 
REPRESENTATIVES 


SUBJECTI—SUPPRESSION OF THE INTER-ALLIED TRANSPORTATION COMMITTEE 


To the Supreme War Council. 

By its decision dated February 1st, 1918, (8rd Session) , the Supreme 
War Council approved Joint Note No. 8 of the Military Representa- 
tives in which they proposed “The Constitution of an Inter-Allied 
Transportation Committee... , to report to the Supreme War 
Council.” 

This committee was charged “To draw up a statement of the existing 
position of affairs as regards Inter-Allied Transportation, the projects 
now under way, the present state of, and future possibilities in, con- 
struction . . .. and to make definite recommendations as to their co- 
ordination on the most efficient lines . . . to advise as to execution, 
and to report as to progress.” 

The Military Representatives of the Supreme War Council 


HAVING TAKEN INTO CONSIDERATION 

1. That the principal reasons for the formation of the Inter-Allied 
Transportation Committee have ceased with the State of War, 

2. That all the questions which have been sent for examination and 
report to the said Committee, by the Supreme War Council, or, all 
preliminary technical examination having been completed, have at 
present been submitted to the decision of the interested Governments 
or of the Supreme Council, 
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3. That though, at the present moment, there may still exist numer- 
ous questions interesting any two Governments, there no longer exist 
from the point of view of transportation any questions common to all, 
beyond those dealt with by the Supreme Economic Council, 

ARE OF OPINION 

That the maintenance of the Inter-Allied Transportation Commit- 
tee is no longer necessary, and that it would be advisable in consequence 
to decide on its suppression. 


DESTICKER Sackvitte-West CavVALLERO EMBICK 
Military Repre- Major-General, Military Military 
sentative, French Military Representa- Representative, 
Section, Supreme Representative, tive, Italian American Sec- 
War Council British Section, Section, Su- tion, Supreme 
Supreme War preme War War Council 
Council Council 


Given at Versailles, 30th October, 1919. 


Appendix C to HD-82 
Note From the French Delegation 


Tue Srruation 1In' Huneary 


The Supreme Council has, on many occasions, studied the situa- 
tion in Hungary. Recently, it directed Sir George Clerk to proceed 
to Budapest, bearer of a decision made by the Allies in which the 
Friedrich Ministry was notified; that it was invited to modify its 
Government and include democratic elements without delay.® 

Since the arrival of the emissary of the Conference, the Ministerial 
situation in Hungary has undergone no modification. If decisive 
measures are not adopted and put into execution by the Supreme 
Council, the situation in Hungary is very liable to become decisively 
more aggravated. 

The position of the three powers now co-existing in Budapest 
may be presented in the following manner: 


1st—Mr. Friedrich continues to elude the wishes of the Allies and 
to refuse to constitute a democratic Ministry, representative of all 
the elements of the country, the only Ministry which would be 
capable of conducting equitable elections and concluding a peace 
with the Allies in the name of the entire country. 

On the other hand, Admiral Horthy, who is an energetic, ultra- 
reactionary personality, susceptible of intriguing for his own mili- 


°*HD-69, minute 3, p. 603. 
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tary dictatorship, has constituted a force comprising about 20,000 
men who are fully armed and devoted to him. 

These two elements (Mr. Friedrich and Admiral Horthy) repre- 
sent, each on his side, a mask of the former absolutism and in par- 
ticular the Archduke Joseph. If the Allies do not intervene, they 
will probably witness, immediately after the departure of the 
Rumanian troops, and even if a small police force has been consti- 
tuted in the Capital, the re-appearance, under one form or another, 
of the Hapsburg dynasty. The democratic policy, which is the 
policy of our Allies in Rumania, Bohemia, Jugoslavia, France, 
England, the United States and Italy, will be justified in reproaching 
the Conference for allowing the establishment of a clerical and 
reactionary government which would finally reestablish fatal ties 
with Vienna and Berlin. 

It must be added that Admiral Horthy, whose clique seems to 
favor a military dictatorship, in no wise dissimulates his intention 
to take advantage of the momentary difficulties existing in Slovakia 
to resume on the very first pretext, the struggle against the Czechs 
and to commence by taking possession of Presbourg: the vital danger 
of that situation was pointed out by Mr. Benes. 

2nd—The Rumanian army, despite the reproaches made toward it 
concerning requisitions and the evident abuses of force committed 
by it, represents, however, the only material force which is capable 
of preventing the reconstruction of the Royalist Government at Buda- 
pest. The Allies esteem, however, that the Rumanian army must 
evacuate the Capital as soon as possible in order to permit a regular 
Government to be constituted and operate freely. The Rumanians 
declare that they are ready to withdraw their troops to the rear, in 
view of the present situation, but point out that if such decisions are 
taken, the situation will become still more embarrassing for the Allies. 
They, have, moreover, furnished the armies necessary for the organi- 
zation of the city police force. 

3rd—The Commission of Generals, it must be admitted, has not 
succeeded, despite all efforts, to satisfactorily accomplish its general 
mission, nor the special missions with which it was entrusted by the 
Supreme Council on several occasions. The French General has taken 
no action. His English colleague appears to be acting in accordance 
with the original views which, however, do not conform with the de- 
cisions and instructions of the Conference. The American General 
and his Italian colleague, despite their efforts of loyal documentation, 
do not appear to have been clearly conscious of the views of the Allies. 
Under these circumstances, it does not appear that the Commission of 
Generals is capable of resolving, in itself, no matter what instructions 
may be sent them, the difficulties of the Hungarian problem. 


To find a practical solution of the difficulties of the Hungarian 
Situation, and to place the country in a position to sign peace with the 
Allies, a primary condition to the re-establishment of order and for 
the functioning of a regular government, the following provisions 
may be considered : 


ist—Mr. Friedrich having shown that he could not or would not 
constitute a Government in which all the democratic elements of the 
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population would be represented, should be obliged to retire and make 
place for a democratic government, the elements of which exist in 
Budapest. 

Qnd—An Inter-Allied force of two divisions, placed under the or- 
ders of an Allied Staff, in command of a General selected by the Con- 
ference, and comprising Rumanian, Czech and Serbian contingents, 
could replace the Rumanian troops which are to fall back to the 
Theiss. 

This small occupation corps would supervise the organization of 
a local police, disarm Admiral Horthy’s army of adventurers, and 
would guarantee freedom in the elections and the operations of the 
new Hungarian Government. As soon as the situation would have 
been regulated, and the return of the fallen dynasty averted, the 
Allies would withdraw their troops. The signing of the peace would 
finally be made possible and the country would resume its normal 
situation. 


If the Allies allow the situation at Budapest to continue, and if 
they do not adopt a complete and precise plan of action, the Hun- 
garian situation is liable to compromise the entire condition in 
Central Europe. 





Appendix D to HD-82 


Telegram 


Minister of Foreign Affairs, to the French Minister—Bucarest. 


The Supreme Council has decided to request the Allied Ministers 
at Bucarest to notify, jointly, without delay, the Roumanian Govern- 
ment of the fact that it was unfavorably impressed upon learning that 
General Coanda, sent as special envoy to Paris by the Roumanian 
Ministry, arrived without the Roumanian reply to the last note from 
the Powers,’ under the pretext that the Italian Minister had not taken 
this step at the same time as France, England and United States. 
The Supreme Council expresses the formal] desire to obtain, within 
the shortest time, a brief and clear reply from the Roumanian Gov- 
ernment on all the points discussed. As the situation in Hungary 
demands an early decision in order to ensure the re-establishment of 
normal conditions which is absolutely essential for the security of 
Central Europe, the principal Allied and Associated Powers cannot 
allow to [sic] Roumania to prolong dilatory negotiations on the three 
questions stated October 12th last. 

Please communicate this in the name of the Conference, collectively 
with your colleagues, who need not wait for special instructions from 
their Governments, owing to the urgency of the situation. 

PICHON 


* Appendix B to HD-68, p. 583. 
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Appendix E to HD-82 


CONFERENCE ON 
PEACE PRELIMINARIES 


COMMISSION ON NEW STATES 


Report to the Supreme Council Relative to the New Treaty With 
Greece 


The Commission on New States has the honor to submit to the 
Supreme Council the draft of Treaty which is to be presented for the 
signature of the Greek Delegation. 

During the elaboration of this draft, the Commission duly noted 
the observations of Mr. Venizelos and the original text has been modi- 
fied on many points in order to comply with several of his requests. 
In the preamble, for instance, he indicated, as is true, that the Greek 
Delegation had always evidenced broad views. 

Concerning this point, to which Mr. Venizelos attached great im- 
portance, the Commission, however, did not deem it possible to accord 
satisfaction. Article 9 imposes on Greece, concerning the provinces 
which were ceded to her subsequent to January 1, 1913, which are 
peopled with an important proportion of non-Greek inhabitants, the 
ebligation to insure instruction in the State Schools in a language 
other than Greek. Thus the Greek Government is expected, in certain 
regions, to insure to the Greek citizens of Bulgarian language, instruc- 
tion in their own tongue. Mr. Venizelos indicated that the Greek 
Government would vigorously oppose this decision. 

In this matter, the Commission feels obliged to point out that the 
general object of these Treaties is te guarantee that the foreign popu- 
lations which are united to Greece, or to any other State, have full 
liberty to use their own language. This principle was established and 
maintained in corresponding Treaties. It might also be indicated 
that if Bulgarian schools are provided for by the Greek Government, 
there would be considerably less danger that they would be used for 
political propaganda and intrigue, for the Bulgarian children, than 
in the private schools which would not be under State control. 

That question being considered as a matter of principle, the Com- 
mission did not consider it necessary to make any concession to Mr. 
Venizelos on this point. 

The attention of the Supreme Council is called to another important 
point. The Treaties of 1832° and 1863,° establishing the independ- 
ence of Greece, obligated that nation, in conformity with the views of 
France, Great Britain and Russia, protective powers, to remain a con- 
stitutional monarchy. The Committee has esteemed that a clause re- 





® British and Foreign State Papers, vol. x1x, p. 33. 
®* Tbid., vol. LUI, p. 28. 
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stricting the sovereignty of the Greek people, with respect to the basis 
of their own Constitution, should no longer be maintained, and that 
it is fitting to liberate Greece from a situation which places her in a 
state of inferiority in relation with the other States. For this reason, 
the Commission proposes that the English and French Governments 
release the Greek Government from the obligations imposed on it by 
the Treaties of 1832 and 1863, in the present Treaty. ‘The Commission 
further proposes, that, in view of the obligations borne by Greece, in 
conformity with the present Treaty, on account of the engagements 
assumed by her, and assured under the protection of the League of 
Nations, France and Great Britain release Greece from the special 
obligations which she accepted toward these two Governments in 1830 
and which had reference to the maintenance of religious liberty.’ 

The clauses of the present Treaty are, for the greater part, analo- 
gous with those of the other Treaties. There are, however, certain 
special articles concerning the protection of the Valaques of Pindus, 
the non-Greek monastic communities of Mount Athos, and of the 
Mussulmans. The stipulations in the article relative to the protec- 
tion of the Jews are much less strict than those which were deemed 
necessary in the Treaty with Poland. The liberalism manifested by 
the Greek Government in its relations with the Jews has appeared of 
a nature to render more detailed restrictions as needless. 

The Commission adds that this Treaty was drafted without taking 
into account any territories of Asia which might be ceded to Greece. 
If cessions of that nature are accorded, protection for the non-Greek 
populations of these territories should be the object of further stipu- 
lations. 


Appendix F to HD-82* 


Draft of a Treaty 
Between 
. The United States of America, Great Britain, France, Italy, and 
apan, 
Described as the Principal Allied and Associated Powers, 
On the one hand; 
And Greece 
On the other hand; 
Whereas since the 1st January 1913 large accessions of territory 
have been made to the Kingdom of Greece, and 
Whereas the Kingdom of Greece which has given to the populations 
included in its territories, without distinction of origin, language or 


* Protocol No. 3 of the Conference of London of February 3, 1830; British and 
Foreign State Papers, vol. xvu, p. 202. 
“ Filed separately under Paris Peace Conf. 186.1/38. 
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religion, equality of rights, is desirous of confirming these rights and 
of extending them to the populations of the territories which might 
be added to the Kingdom so that they shall have full and complete 
guarantee that they shall be governed in conformity with the prin- 
ciples of liberty and justice, and 

Whereas it is desired to free Greece from certain obligations which 
she has undertaken towards certain Powers and to substitute for them 
obligations to the League of Nations, and 

Whereas it is desired also to free Greece from certain other obliga- 
tions which she has undertaken to certain Powers and which constitute 
a restriction upon her full internal sovereignty. 

For this purpose the following Representatives of the High Con- 
tracting Parties: 
The President of the United States of America, 
His Majesty The King of the United Kingdom of Great Britain and 

Ireland and of the British Dominions Beyond the Seas, Emperor 

of India, 


otahtei eis wits alte ts) (<imie ne ee '6) 18>) 6 tair sa eye 0 Te eye 8 ye 6 0 re eo 8 eles ete. (8! 6 
Sal eee eo Mb e Ge se” eet oe whe Tg tee ete ty 0 eee Er of let CMa bet tech oFsate Fale tier let fe 
Sie a ate Met cc tet eh a tere Me, 6 let's Ma Perret 'e elen's? ete Nero oe 2 4-0 otic! aFrevhie te) Se-rs7 te 
Le Ghats” omer eevee fe 6 dt oe eee Bete arma eer ee ale ENE gle anette Biel Fen Ste) 0 


After having exchanged their full powers, found in good and due 
form, have agreed as follows: 

France and Great Britain hereby renounce for their part to the 
special rights of supervision and contro] devolving upon them under 
the Treaty of London of May 7, 1832,” under the Treaty of London 
of November 14, 1863, and, as regard the Ionian Island, by the 
Treaty of 29 March 1864.** 

France and Great Britain, recognising that under the present 
Treaty Greece has undertaken obligations for the maintenance of 
religious liberty which are placed under the guarantee of the League 
of Nations, hereby renounce for their part the rights conferred upon 
them by the Protocol No. 3 of the Conference held in London on the 
3rd February 1830, to ensure the protection of the principle of reli- 
gious equality. 


2 British and Foreign State Papers, vol. x1x, p. 33. 
3 Tbid., vol. LI1, p. 19 

44 Tbid., vol. LIv, p. 11. 

45 Tbid., vol. XVI, p. 202. 
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Chapter I 
ArtIcLE 1 


Greece undertakes that the stipulations contained in Articles 2 to 8 
of this chapter shall be recognised as fundamental laws, and that no 
laws, regulation or official action shall conflict or interfere with these 
stipulations, nor shall any law, regulation or official action prevail 
over them. 


ARTICLE 2 


Greece undertakes to assure full and complete protection of life 
and liberty to all inhabitants of Greece without distinction of birth, 
nationality, language, race or religion. 

All inhabitants of Greece shall be entitled to the free exercise, 
whether public or private, of any creed, religion or belief, whose 
practices are not inconsistent with public order or public morals. 


ARTICLE 3 


Greece admits and declares to be Greek nationals ipso facto and 
without the requirement of any formality Bulgarian or Turkish (or 
Albanian) nationals habitually resident at the date of the coming 
into force of the present Treaty in territories transferred to Greece 
since January Ist 1918 [1973?]. 

Nevertheless, the persons referred to above who are over eighteen 
years of age will be entitled under the conditions contained in the 
said Treaties to opt for any other nationality which may be open to 
them. Option by a husband will cover his wife and option by parents 
will cover their children under eighteen years of age. 

Persons who have exercised the above right to opt must, except where 
it is otherwise provided in the Treaties of Peace with Bulgaria and 
Turkey transfer within the succeeding twelve months, their place of 
residence to the State for which they have opted. They will be en- 
titled to retain their immovable property in Greek territory. They 
may carry with them their movable property of every description. 
No export duties may be imposed upon them in connection with the 
removal of such property. 


ARTICLE 4 


Greece admits and declares to be Greek nationals ipso facto and 
without the requirement of any formality persons of Bulgarian or 
Turkish nationality who were born in the said territories of parents 
habitually resident there, even if at the date of the coming into force 


se the present Treaty they are not themselves habitually resident 
there. 
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Nevertheless, within two years after the coming into force of the 
present Treaty, these persons may make a declaration before the com- 
petent Greek authorities in the country in which they are resident, 
stating that they, abandon Greek nationality, and they will then cease 
to be considered as Greek nationals. In this connection a declaration 
by a husband will cover his wife, and a declaration by parents will 
cover their children under eighteen years of age. 


ARTICLE 5 


Greece undertakes to put no hindrance in the way of the exercise 
of the right which the persons concerned have, under the Treaties con- 
cluded or to be concluded by the Allied and Associated Powers with 
Bulgaria or Turkey, to choose whether or not they will acquire Greek 
nationality. 

ARTICLE 6 


All persons born in Greek territory who are not born nationals of 
another State shall ipso facto become Greek nationals. 


ARrtTIcLE 7 


All Greek nationals shall be equal before the law and shall enjoy 
the same civil and political rights without distinction as to race, lan- 
guage or religion. 

Differences of religion, creed or eae shall not prejudice and 
[any] Greek national in matters relating to the enjoyment of civil or 
political rights, as for instance admission to public employments, func- 
tions and honours, or the exercise of professions and industries. 

No restriction shall be imposed on the free use by any Greek na- 
tional of any language in private intercourse, in commerce, in religion, 
in the press or in publications of any kind, or at public meetings. 

Notwithstanding any establishment by the Greek Government of 
an official language, adequate facilities shall be given to Greek na- 
tionals of non-Greek speech for the use of their language, either orally 
or in writing, before the courts. 


ARTICLE 8 


Greek nationals who belong to racial, religious or linguistic minori- 
ties shall enjoy the same treatment and security in law and in fact as 
the other Greek nationals. In particular they shall have an equal 
right to establish manage and control at their own expense charitable 
religious and social institutions, schools and other educational estab- 
lishments, with the right to use their own language and to exercise 
their religion freely therein. 
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ARTICLE 9 


Greece will provide in the public educational system in towns 
and districts in which a considerable proportion of Greek nationals 
of other than Greek speech are resident adequate facilities for ensur- 
ing that in the primary schools the instruction shall be given to the 
children of such Greek nationals, through the medium of their own 
language. This provision shall not prevent the Greek Government 
from making the teaching of the Greek language obligatory in the 
said schools. 

In towns and districts where there is a considerable proportion of 
Greek nationals belonging to racial, religious or linguistic minorities, 
these minorities shall be assured an equitable share in the enjoyment 
and application of the sums which may be provided out of public 
funds under the State, municipal or other budget, for educational, 
religious or charitable purposes. 

The provisions of the present article apply only to territory trans- 
ferred to Greece since the first of January 1913. 


ARTICLE 10 


In towns and districts where there is resident a considerable pro- 
portion of Greek subjects of the Jewish religious [religion], the Greek 
Government agrees that these Jews shall not be compelled to perform 
any act which constitutes a violation of their Sabbath, and that they 
shall not be placed under any disability by reason of their refusal to 
attend courts of law or to perform any legal business on their Sab- 
bath. This provision however shall not exempt Jews from such 
obligations as shall be imposed upon all other Greek citizens for the 
necessary purposes of military service national defence or the preserva- 
tion of public order. 

Articie 11 


Greece agrees to accord to the community of the Valachs of Pindus, 
local autonomy in regard to religious charitable or scholastic matters 
under the control of the Greek State. 


ARTICLE 12 


Greece undertakes to recognise and maintain the traditional rights 
and liberties enjoyed by the non Greek monastic communities of 
Mount-Athos under clause 62 of the Treaty of Berlin. 


* Foreign Relations, 1878, p. 895. 
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Greece agrees to grant to the Musulmans in the matter of family law 
and personal status provisions suitable for regulating these matters 
in accordance with Musulman usage. 

The Greek government shall take measures to assure the nomina- 
tion of a Reiss ul Ulema. 

Greece undertakes to insure protection to the mosques cemeteries 
and other Musulman religious establishments. Full recognition and 
facilities shall be assured to pious foundations (vakoufs), Musul- 
man religious and charitable establishments now existing and Greece 
shall not refuse to the creation of new religious and charitable 
establishments any of the necessary facilities guaranteed to other 
private establishments of this nature. 


ArTIcLs 14 


Greece agrees that the stipulations in the foregoing Articles, so 
far as they affect persons belonging to racial, religious or linguistic 
minorities, constitute obligations of international concern and shall 
be placed under the guaranty of the League of Nations. They shall 
not be modified without the assent of a majority of the Council 
of the League of Nations. The United States, the British Empire, 
France, Italy and Japan hereby agree not to withhold their assent 
from any modification in these Articles which is in due form assented 
to by a majority of the Council of the League of Nations. 

Greece agrees that any Member of the Council of the League of 
Nations shall have the right to bring to the attention of the Council 
any infraction, or any danger of infraction, of any of these obliga- 
tions, and that the Council may thereupon take such action and 
give such direction as it may deem proper and effective in the 
circumstances. 

Greece further agrees that any difference of opinion as to ques- 
tions of law or fact arising out of these Articles between the Greek 
Government and any one of the Principal Allied and Associated 
Powers or any other Power, a Member of the Council of the League 
of Nations, shall be held to be a dispute of an international char- 
acter under Article 14 of the Covenant of the League of Nations. 
The Greek Government hereby consents that any such dispute shall, 
if the other party thereto demands, be referred to the Permanent 
Court of International Justice. The decision of the Permanent 
Court shall be final and shall have the same force and effect as an 
award under Article 13 of the Covenant. 
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Chapter II 
ARTICLE 15 


Greece undertakes to make no Treaty, Convention or arrangement 
and to take no other action which will prevent her from joining 
in any general Convention for the equitable treatment of the com- 
merce of other States that may be concluded under the auspices of 
the League of Nations within five years from the coming into force 
of the present Treaty. 

Greece also undertakes to extend to all the Allied and Associated 
Powers any favours or privileges in Customs matters, which it may 
grant during the same period of five years to any state with which 
since August 1914 the Allied and Associated Powers have been at 
war or to any State which in virtue of Article 6 of Part X of the 
Treaty with Austria has special Customs arrangements with such 
States. 


ARTICLE 16 


Pending the conclusion of the general convention referred to above, 
Greece undertakes to treat on the same footing as national vessels or 
vessels of the most favoured nation the vessels of all the Allied and 
Associated Powers [which?] accord similar treatment to Greek vessels. 
As an exception from this provision, the right of Greece or of any other 
Allied or Associated Power to confine her maritime coasting trade 
to national vessels is expressly reserved. 


ARTICLE 17 


Pending the conclusion under the auspices of the League of Nations 
of a general convention to secure and maintain freedom of communi- 
cations and of transit, Greece undertakes to accord freedom of transit 
to persons, goods, vessels, carriages, wagons and mails in transit to or 
from any Allied or Associated State over Greek territory, including 
territorial waters, and to treat them at least as favourably as the 
persons, goods, vessels, carriages, wagons and mails respectively of 
Greece or of any other more favoured nationality, origin, importa- 
tion or ownership, as regards facilities, charges, restrictions, and all 
other matters. 

All charges imposed in Greece on such traffic in transit shall be 
reasonable having regard to the conditions of the traffic. Goods in 
transit shall be exempt from all customs or other duties. 

Tariffs for transit across Greece and tariffs between Greece and any 
Allied or Associated Power involving through tickets or waybills 
shall be established at the request of the Allied or Associated Power 
concerned. 


Freedom of transit will extend to postal, telegraphic and telephonic 
services, 
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Provided that no Allied or Associated Power can claim the benefit 
of these provisions on behalf of any part of its territory in which 
reciprocal treatment is not accorded in respect of the same subject 
matter. 

If within a period of five years from the coming into force of this 
Treaty no general convention as aforesaid shall have been concluded 
under the auspices of the League of Nations, Greece shall be at liberty 
at any time thereafter to give twelve months notice to the Secretary 
General of the League of Nations to terminate the obligations of the 
present Article. 


ARTICLE 18 


All rights and privileges accorded by the foregoing articles to the 
Allied and Associated Powers shall be accorded equally to all States 
members of the League of Nations. 

The Present Treaty, in French in English and in Italian of which 
in case of divergence the French text shall prevail, shall be ratified. 
It shall come into force at the same time as the Treaty of Peace with 
Bulgaria. 

The deposit of ratifications shall be made at Paris. 

Powers of which the seat of the Government is outside Europe will 
be entitled merely to inform the Government of the French Republic 
through their diplomatic representative at Paris that their ratification 
has been given; in that case they must transmit the instrument of 
ratification as soon as possible. 

A procés-verbal of the deposit of ratifications will be drawn up. 

The French Government will transmit to all the signatory Powers a 
certified copy of the procés-verbal of the deposit of ratifications. 

In faith whereof the above-named Plenipotentiaries have signed 
the present Treaty. 

Done at Paris, the........ 1919, in a single copy which will 
remain deposited in the archives of the French Republic, and of which 
authenticated copies will be transmitted to each of the Signatory 
Powers. 
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Parts, October 28, 1919. 
From: Roosmale Nepveu 
To: Pichon, Minister of Foreign Affairs. 
The Dutch Government has noted the text, as published in the 
papers, of a note addressed to the German Government by the Su- 
preme Council of the Allied and Associated Powers.*® It is shown 
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in this note that the Supreme Council has requested the delivery of 
the following five ships to the Allied Governments: 


Johan Heinrich Burchard, 
William Oswald, 
Braunschweig, 

Denderah, 

Nassau. 


The “Koninklijke Hollansche Lloyd” Dutch Navigation Company 
purchased the William Oswald and the Johan Heinrich Burchard 
on the 15th of June 1916. The other three ships were purchased by 
the “Holland-Amerika Lijn” Dutch Navigation Company on July 29, 
1915 and August 7, 1915. 

These ships, the purchase price of which was paid by the two Com- 
panies in question, were in course of construction at the time of the 
transaction. With reference to these ships, they were never at any 
time, properly speaking, German property and were never carried on 
the register of German ships. They were provided for the first time 
with Dutch clearances. 

As a consequence, the ships in question are incontestably Dutch 
property, the more so in that at the time of the transaction there 
existed no prescription prohibiting the sale of German ships, in 
course of construction, or the purchase of German ships, by neutrals. 

The Dutch Government has indicated the rights of the Dutch Com- 
panies to the German Government. . 

The Government of the Queen thought it advisable to bring the 
preceding to the knowledge of the Supreme Council. The Govern- 
ment entertains the hope that the Supreme Council will recognize the 
rights of the Dutch Companies, and that measures will [not?] be 
taken which would thwart the delivery of the ships in question to 
their legitimate owners. 

By order of my Government, I have the honor to apply to your 
Excellency to act as intermediary in presenting this communication 
to the Supreme Council. 

Please accept, etc. [No signature on file copy] 


Appendix H to HD-82 
A. S. 


German Ships Ceded to Holland 
Ocrozrr 31, 1919. 


Note From the Drafting Committee 


The Drafting Committee is of the opinion that the letter from the 
Dutch Minister, dated October 28th,” calls for the following response: 


™ Supra. 
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_A ship of enemy origin cannot, during the war, escape the practice 
of the rights of belligerents, that is to say the liability of capture 
during hostilities, by sale or cession, nor upon the reestablishment of 
Peace, escape the Peace Conditions covering enemy ships. 

The letter from the Dutch Minister contends that upon the dates 
when the purchase of these ships took place, there existed no prescrip- 
tion prohibiting the purchase of German ships by neutrals. 

The Minister of the Netherlands appears to forget that by inter- 
national law, the purchase of enemy ships in the course of war cannot 
in principle, be opposed to the belligerents. 

Henri Fromacror 
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Warsaw, October 4, 1919. 
Copy 
From: The Minister of France to Poland. 
To: The Minister of Foreign Affairs. 
ResuMPTION oF ComMMERCIAL TRAFFIC ON RarroAps CROSSING THE 
GerRMANO-Po.LisH FRONTIERS 


I have the honor of addressing herewith to Your Excellency a 
copy of a note from the Allied Mission on Railroads proposing to 
ask the Polish Government for the opening to commercial traffic of 
the three railroads crossing the present Germano-Polish frontiers 
north of Warsaw: 

Bialystok—Lyck 
Warsaw—Mlawa-Danzig 
Lowicz-Thorn. 


I would be thankful to Your Excellency to be kind enough to 
inform me if this proposition is agreeable. The Minister of the 
United States has already informed the representative of his country 
at the Peace Congress in Paris of the question and is expecting in- 
structions directly. 

I am of the opinion, in accord with my English and American 
colleagues, that in case of affirmative we could open negotiations with 
Poland by identical verbal notes. 

It would also be advisable, evidently, to ask Marshal Foch to start 
similar negotiations at Berlin. 

The Allied missions on railroads and supplies deem that it is now 
time to take measures to open the railroad lines between Poland and 
Germany (northern frontier) to traffic of travellers and merchandise. 
The three lines considered are: the direct line between Lowicz and 
Thorn; the line Warsaw-Mlawa-Illowo-Danzig; and the line Bialv- 
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stok-Lyck. The most important would seem to be the second. The 
only traffic existing at the present time for merchandise is that which 
is exploited by the Allied Commissions on Supplies, and the move- 
ment of travellers consists only in a bi-weekly courier that only per- 
sons accredited to the various missions are authorized to make use of. 

The Missions on Railroads and Supplies think that it is of prime 
importance to begin the exploitation of this line at as early a date as 
possible, under reserve of maintaining the passports and authoriza- 
tions to the necessary extent. 

They would like to remark that as the lines are now exploited 
to the frontiers of Posnania, there are no good reasons to keep the 
frontiers of the north closed. 

Therefore, the Mission proposes to the Ministers of France, the 
United States and Great Britain to ask the Polish Government if it 
has any objections, and if it has, at what date shall it decide to open 
the frontiers. 

Moreover, as soon as the date shall have been fixed, these missions 
would propose to their respective Ministers that they inform the 
German Government requesting it at the same time to send a repre- 
sentative to Warsaw to come to an understanding on the measures 
of detail. 

The operation of Frontier Commissions of Allied Officers and more 
especially at Mlawa and Illowo would not appear necessary. 


DELALAIN HamMonpD 
French Delegate to the Allied Brigadier General, Chief of the 
Mission on Railroads Allied Mission on Railroads 
in Poland 
JOYCE CREDWSON 
Lieutenant: for the American Captain in the “Irish Guards”, 
Commission of Supplies Chief of the British Mission 


of Supplies 


Appendix J to HD-82 


[Lhe European Danube Commission to the Supreme Council] 


The European Danube Commission: 


Whereas Article 349 of the Peace Treaty with Germany provides 
for the early meeting of an International Conference to establish 
the regime which is to apply to the Danube throughout its entire in- 
ternationalized course; whereas it is indispensable that the European 
Danube Commission be represented in this Conference to indicate the 
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interests it represents and to furnish the benefits of its experience 
in Danubian affairs; 


Decides; 

to request the Supreme Council of the Allies to kindly assure the 
representation of the European Danube Commission in the said 
Conference. 
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Copy 
Parts, October 24, 1919. 
From: Minister Plenipotentiary, President of the European Danube 
Commission. 
To: President Clemenceau. 

The Peace Treaty with Germany provides, in Article 339, that Ger- 
many shall cede, within a maximum period of three months after she 
shall have received notification, a portion of the tugs and ships which 
will remain registered in the ports of the fluvial systems declared as 
international, after the deductions which will be operated as restitu- 
tions or reparations, to the Allied and Associated Powers concerned. 
The establishment of the number and of the distribution of these tugs 
and ships shall be determined by one or several arbitrators designated 
by the United States of America, with full consideration for the legiti- 
mate needs of the parties concerned. This cession is to be operated 
for considerations as stipulated in Article 339. Similar provisions 
figure in Article 300 of the Peace Treaty with Article [Austria], and 
in Article 328 of the Peace Conditions presented to Bulgaria on Sep- 
tember 19, 1919. 

The European Danube Commission, entrusted by the Treaties with 
the execution of important operations in the Lower Danube, is 
urgently in need of several high-powered tugs which it is unable to 
obtain through commercial channels without great delay, even if 
orders were immediately placed with naval shipyards; the present 
encumbrance existing in the maritime construction yards of the entire 
world would render the filling of orders impossible within a period 
of several years, 

The European Danube Commission esteems, that in view of the 
public interests represented by it, an organization which represents 
four of the Allied and Associated Powers is entitled to the benefits of 
Article 339 of the Peace Treaty with Germany, as well as to analogous 
provisions in the Treaties concluded, or to be concluded, with the 
former allies of that Power. For this reason, during its recent 
plenary session, held in Paris a few days ago, the European Danube 
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Commission, during a meeting held October 17, 1919 (in the morning) 
took the following decision : aC] 


“The French Delegate shall present a request to the Supreme 
Council of the Allies, for the attribution of two high-powered. tugs, 
which are necessary in the services of the European Danube Com- 
mission, in compliance with the Conditions fixed by Article 339 of the 
Peace Treaty with Germany, 300 of the Peace Treaty with Austria, 
228 of the Peace Conditions presented to Bulgaria on September 19, 
1919, and of the analogous Article which shall be inserted in the 
Peace Treaty with Hungary; these ships to be selected from among 
the tugs ceded by Germany, Austria, Hungary and Bulgaria to the 
Allied and Associated Powers concerned, and to be attributed by the 
arbitrators who are to be designated by the United States of America, 
by virtue of the aforementioned Articles”. 


In bringing the preceding decision to your attention, I have the 
honor to indicate to the Supreme Council the advantage there would 
be, considering the operations necessitated on the Lower Danube to 
facilitate navigation, to attribute the tugs in question to the European 
Danube Commission, for an indemnity to be fixed by the arbitrators. 

The price of these tugs would be, moreover, deducted from the 
indemnities which are due the European Danube Commission by 
Germany, in compliance with Article 352 of the Peace Treaty with 
that Power. 
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Note Handed to Mr. Loucheur, by the President of the German Peace 
Delegation 


Paris, October 27, 1919. 

On account of the threatening nature of the food situation in Ger- 
many, a contract has been concluded with Denmark for the delivery of 
50,000 tons of potatoes. 

It is absolutely necessary that these potatoes be transported before 
the commencement of the frosts. 

It is impossible, however, to make the shipments in time without 
having recourse to German tonnage and to cross the Baltic sea. The 
transportation should be made by steamers and German lighters of 
about 500 to 750 tons. : 

For this reason petitions have already been addressed to the Allied 
and Associated Governments by Denmark on this subject. 


Paris Peace Conf. 180.03501/83 HD-83 


Notes of Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers Held in M. Pichon’s Room, Quai d’Orsay, Paris, on 
Tuesday, November 4, 1919, at 10:30 a. m. 


PRESENT 
AMERICA, 
UNITED STATES OF BrITISsSH EMPIRE FRANCE 
Hon, F. L. Polk Sir Eyre Crowe M. Pichon 
Secretary Secretary Secretaries 
Mr. L. Harrison Mr. H. Norman M. Dutasta 
M. Berthelot 
M. de St. Quentin 
ITALY JAPAN 
M. de Martino M. Matsui 
Secretary Secretary 
M. Barone Russo M. Kawai 
Joint Secretariat 
America, UNITED States oF. . . Capt. G. A. Gordon 
British EMprre ...... . . Capt. G. Lothian Small 
RANCHO Gt cy ue poo ct, cigs VL. Magsigl 
Pratyiepis enw io tedi.tiies iii Zanehi 


Interpreter—M. Mantoux 


The following were also present for the items in which they were interested : 


AMERICA, UNITED STATES OF 
Dr, J. B. Scott 


BriTIsH HMPIRE 
General Sackville-West 
Captain Fuller, R. N. 
Mr. A. Leeper 
Commander Dunne 

M. Malkin 


FRANCE 

Marshal Foch 
General Weygand 
General Desticker 
General Le Rond 
M. Fromageot 


ITALY 


General Cavallero 
M. Vannutelli-Rey 
M. Dell’ Abbadessa 
M. Pilotti 

Prince Boncompagni 


JAPAN 


M. Shigemitsu 
M. Nagaoka 
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1. Marswan Focu stated that the President of the Armistice Com- 
mission had informed him that at a meeting at Treves of the Rail- 
ways Commission the German delegates informed the Allied repre- 

sentatives that the German Government had decided 


euuiailmentor to stop all passenger train service from the 5th to the 
fiermanet 15th of November, both in the occupied and un- 


occupied parts of Germany. After the 15th of No- 

vember passenger traffic would be restored but all express trains would 
be suppressed. He wished to be authorized by the Council to reply 
that the suspension of railway service in the occupied territories could 
not be admitted and that if a reduction of railway service in these 
territories were consented to, it would only be on condition that 
rapid communication with the large centers of unoccupied Germany, 
with respect both to passenger traffic and postal service, should con- 
tinue to exist. 

(It was decided: 

to approve the communication to be sent by Marshal Foch to the 
German Government notifying it that the Allied and Associated 
Powers could not permit a substantial curtailment of service on 
railroads in the occupied territories (See Appendix “A”).) 

2. (The Council had before it a telegram from Sir George Clerk 
to the Supreme Council dated November ist, 1919 (See Appen- 


dix, “B”},) 
eet M. Brrruetor said that it was evident from reading 
garian : . 
oan Sir George Clerk’s telegram that everyone in Hungary 


desired the departure of the Roumanian troops; they 
were an embarrassment both to the Friedrich Government and to the 
Allied Generals, whose authority was compromised by their presence. 
But, in spite of this fact, it remained necessary to have an Inter-Allied 
force on the spot. This seemed to him all the more essential as he 
noted that the only Allied representative having a real influence in 
Hungary was Admiral Troubridge, and he supposed that this was 
because of the vessels under the Admiral’s command. So the Rou- 
manians should leave, but on the other hand, it was necessary to have 
an Inter-Allied force which would be more than a moral force. Sir 
George Clerk’s telegram also indicated that the Friedrich Government 
would retire as soon as the Roumanian troops had left. Under these 
conditions it seemed to him that the order of events should be as 
follows: (1) formation of an Inter-Allied force, if it were decided to 
form one ;—(2) departure of the Roumanian troops, as soon as this 
Inter-Allied force could reach its destination ;—(3) withdrawal of the 
Friedrich cabinet; and,—(4) formation of a Democratic government 
which would take charge of elections. Sir George Clerk, as a perfect 
gentleman, seemed to feel confidence in Admiral Horthy, in whom he 
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had found a pleasing personality. As far as he was concerned, it 
seemed to him that the word of an Hungarian Admiral, however like- 
able he might be, and whose intentions moreover were known, was not 
sufficient. 

M. vz Martino said that the Italian Delegation was of the opinion 
that the occupation of Hungary by an Inter-Allied force composed 
of Jugo-Slavs and Czechs would result in trouble; these troops, par- 
ticularly the Jugo-Slav troops, had shown in the past that they were 
not averse to pillaging. Moreover, there existed a profound hatred 
between Hungarians and Serbs. The Italian Delegation therefore 
thought that the troops which it was proposed to send to Hungary 
would only increase disorder. The Italian representative at Buda- 
pest had proposed an alternative plan of charging the Inter-Allied 
Military Mission with supervising the organization of the Hungarian 
army and of ensuring that it did not fall into the hands of the reac- 
tionaries. Such a mission for the Generals could be considered as 
falling within the terms of the Armistice and would not constitute 
an illegal interference in the Internal affairs of Hungary. In any 
case it would be well to know what kind of government it was 
desired to establish in Hungary. Sir George Clerk’s report seemed 
to place confidence in Friedrich and Horthy, while, on the other hand, 
the French Delegation had characterized them as tools of Archduke 
Joseph; a definite policy should be adopted. 

M. Berruexor replied that if the Serbs and Czechs were to be com- 
manded by Serb and Czech officers it would evidently be impossible 
to use them, but it was proposed to place these troops under Allied 
command. Moreover, whatever bitterness might exist in Hungary 
against the Serbs, he thought that Hungarian public opinion was 
resigned to the loss of certain territories. In the next place, it seemed 
scarcely possible that Admiral Horthy’s army could be controlled by 
a Commission which had no material force at its disposition: to follow 
any such line of action would be tantamount to insisting on a policy 
of impotence. Finally, as to the question of knowing what govern- 
ment should be supported, he thought that there was no difference of 
opinion, and that M. De Martino himself had no doubts concerning 
the true aims of Friedrich. This point of paramount importance re- 
mained: as long as the Roumanians were there, the Hungarian Govern- 
ment had been able to do nothing. The day the Roumanians left and 
nothing remained but the moral force of the Allied Generals, the 
country would be delivered over to reaction and monarchical restora- 
tion. It was vital to have a real force in Hungary; the question was 
to know what this force should be. 

Mr. Potx asked who would pay the Czecho-Slovak and Serbian 
troops placed under Allied Command. It was evident that it would 
not be their governments. 
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M. Berrnexor observed that the financial question would have to be 
examined but that it was less important than the question of principle 
which should be decided first. 

M. Picnon pointed out that it was necessary to know if it was agreed 
to organize an Inter-Allied force. For his part he thought it indis- 
pensable. As long as Friedrich was there the establishment of a 
democratic form of government could not be counted upon. Friedrich 
had proved that he was either unable or unwilling to establish one. 

Mr. Potx said that his difficulty was that the plan now proposed 
had not been suggested either by Sir George Clerk or by the Allied 
Generals; it was being discussed at long range. Moreover, he thought 
that there would be difficulties in obtaining the necessary cooperation 
of the Czecho-Slovaks and Jugo-Slavs; it would also be difficult to 
persuade the Roumanians to withdraw completely, and the Council 
would find it hard to maintain control of the situation. Finally, he 
doubted if an Allied command would suffice to prevent the pillaging 
and disorders that M. De Martino mentioned. 

M. Picuon said that evidently no decision could now be taken and 
that Sir George Clerk and the Allied Generals should be consulted. 

M. Berruexor observed that it would certainly be preferable to send 
Allied troops into Hungary, but that none were available. It was also 
clear that it would be difficult to eliminate the Roumanians, and that 
if the three countries bordering on Hungary participated in that 
operation the difficulties would be less. On both sides there were 
adverse considerations between which a choice would have to be made. 

M. pe Martino requested that his proposal be submitted also to Sir 
George Clerk. He was, moreover, greatly impressed by the fact that 
Sir George Clerk thought that Horthy could be persuaded to keep 
his promises. 

M. Picuon thought it was extraordinary that Admiral Horthy, who 
had raised an army with certain well known intentions, should sud- 
denly renounce his designs. 

M. pe Martino pointed out that Sir George Clerk had also indicated 
the possibility of trusting Friedrich and had spoken of private nego- 
tiations relative to the formation of a Ministry, whereas M. Berthelot 
had said that the Council had already pronounced against Friedrich. 

M. Berruetor said that it should be recalled that after Sir George 
Clerk’s first trip, the Council had agreed that Friedrich must be elimi- 
nated." A draft telegram? to this effect had been prepared. In 
order not to seem to intervene in the internal affairs of Hungary this 
telegram had not been sent and it had been decided to entrust Sir 
George Clerk with a new mission, but Sir George Clerk’s instructions 


, HD-67, Minute 7, p. 539. 
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were contained in the draft telegram. This draft had been prepared 
by Sir George Clerk and himself. Sir George had pointed out to 
him that it would be best not to give Friedrich an order to with- 
draw and to only tell him that for the last time he was asked to form 
a democratic government—a thing which they judged it impossible 
for him to do. He recalled also that the Council had thought of 
publishing the telegram in order to strengthen the hands of the Hun- 
garian Democratic elements. It was clear that if Friedrich had been 
able to form a democratic government he would long since have done 
so. Sir George Clerk, moreover, did not seem to have any doubt of 
his withdrawal. It seemed to him that the Friedrich Government, 
like any monarchical Government which attempted to establish itself 
in Hungary, should withdraw. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that he entirely agreed that Sir George 
Clerk should be consulted; he himself had suggested it at the pre- 
ceding meeting of the Council.t There was first of all a point which 
had to be clarified, namely: what was being asked of Hungary? It 
was to have a stable Government which would preside over the elec- 
tions and with which Peace could be concluded. The occupation 
which M. Berthelot thought would be a short one, was therefore 
bound up with the question of elections, and might well be prolonged. 
Furthermore, Sir George Clerk thought that Friedrich would with- 
draw after the departure of the Roumanians and he manifested a 
great deal of confidence in Admiral Horthy’s assurance that he would 
recognize a Government resulting from the elections. Sir George 
must have had serious reasons for this opinion and he, himself, at- 
tached great weight to it. Moreover, it was well known that the 
majority of the Hungarian population favored the establishment 
of a conservative form of Government; if the elections took place 
without mismanagement it was almost certain that the resulting 
Government would not be democratic. However, there existed no 
right to prevent the Hungarian people from forming a Government 
corresponding to its own tendencies, provided there were no question 
of restoring the Hapsburgs. He thought indeed, that Admiral Horthy 
was counting on the elections to bring about in Hungary a Govern- 
ment satisfactory to himself and that doubtless explained his atti- 
tude and the assurance he had given to Sir George Clerk. Ought 
military intervention to be resorted to, in order to prevent such 
elections?’ The whole question lay there. In the meantime, elec- 
tions were impossible in Hungary until the Roumanians had retired 
beyond the Theiss. The intervention of the Czechs and Serbs 
might likewise create difficulties. He doubted whether that inter- 
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vention could be obtained since, the Czechs were probably not in- 
clined to favor the formation of a Government whose tendencies 
would cause them anxiety, Moreover, if the intervention of the 
Jugo-Slavs were requested they might ask to be guaranteed against 
an Italian attack; what would be done then? He thought, for his 
part, that, Sir George Clerk ought first of all to be asked if he 
thought it expedient to form the Inter-Allied force which had been 
suggested. Why not be satisfied with the departure of Friedrich 
and the formation of another Government? That was what had 
been desired by the Council. There had been no thought of military 
occupation and no new fact had occurred to justify that occupation. 

M. Brrruevor thought that there was a new fact, namely; the 
organization of Horthy’s army. He was very nearly in agreement 
with the essential part of Sir Eyre Crowe’s statements. It was indeed 
probable that the elections would be favorable to politicians of the 
same shade of opinion as Friedrich, but the principle should be agreed 
to that the return of the Hapsburgs could not be tolerated. It was 
impossible to intervene in opposition to the opinion of the country, 
nevertheless this opinion could not be allowed to do what it pleased. 
Moreover, he did not think that the Czechs would create any diffi- 
culty over giving the assistance which would be asked of them, for 
Mr. Benes had been the first to point out the danger. There was no 
doubt that the police of Friedrich and the army of Horthy would, at 
the time of the elections, act favorably to the reactionary elements. 

Sir Eyre Crows added that Sir George Clerk should be asked if 
he was sure of the good faith of Friedrich and Horthy. 

M. pz Martino said that Sir Eyre Crowe had alluded to a question 
which the Jugo-Slavs would doubtless raise if they were asked to 
send troops into Hungary.. He could not better reply than by reiter- 
ating the opposition of the Italian Delegation to the sending of Serbian. 
troops into Hungary. 

M. Bertuetor asked the reasons for this opposition? 

M. vz Marrrno said the reasons were those that he had already 
pointed out; he was willing, however, for Sir George Clerk to be con- 
sulted on this point Becndel that his (M. De Martino’s) suggestions 
were also submitted to him. 

M. Picuon pointed out that Sir George Clerk had made another 
recommendation, namely sending an Inter-Allied Mission to Transyl- 
vania. For his part he approved of this recommendation. 

M. Pork asked if the members of this proposed Mission could not 
be taken from the Allied officers.at Budapest. 

Sir Eyre Crowe recalled that Transylvania was to be given to 
Roumania, and inquired whether such a Mission could be sent without 
previous nebenatian. with Roumania. 
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Mr, Pox suggested that Sir George Clerk be asked what part of 
Transylvania was referred to in his telegram. 

M. Pricuon added that he might also be asked to specify the accusa- 
tions made against the Roumanians. 

M. Brrruetor read a draft telegram which he had prepared in con- 
formity with the views expressed in the course of the discussion. 

Mr. Potx asked if the sense of the Council was that the Roumanians 
should eventually be represented in the Inter-Allied force? 

Sir Eyre Crows said that he, just as did the American Delegation, 
saw difficulties in such a course. 

M. Picuon said that he was not desirous to have the Roumanians 
included in this force but he thought that their exclusion would create 
additional difficulties. 

Mr. Poux remarked that he had only said that it seemed to him 
difficult for the Roumanians to accept exclusion from the Inter-Allied 
force. 

Sig Eyre Crows called attention to the fact that Sir George Clerk 
had asked if he was authorized to state that the Allies would recog- 
nize a Government, acceptable to him, which did not include Fried- 
rich. A reply on this point should be sent to him. 

Mr. Poxx said he took it as understood that the telegram would be 
submitted to the Council before being despatched. 

It was decided: 

that at its next meeting the Council would examine a draft telegram 


to Sir George Clerk to be prepared by M. Berthelot in conformity 
with the discussion of this question at the meeting of November 4th. 


3. (The Council had before it a note from the French Delegation 
dated November 3, 1919 (See Appendix “C”).) 
Genera Lx Ronp said that there had already been 


premaatgis preliminary conferences between the British and 
reparatory ‘ anit 3 
foes benae French delegates on the various Plebiscite Commis- 
the Treaty sions. It would be very advisable for the Italian dele- 
With Germany 


gates to participate as soon as possible in these con- 
ferences. The Council should not forget that these Commissions were 
important bodies, that each country had to organize a numerous per- 
sonnel and that such organization would necessarily entail a long 
delay. In these preliminary conferences it, would be necessary to agree 
on the personnel to be furnished by each Allied country and to prepare 
the negotiations with the Germans. 

M. ve Martino thought that November 7th, was somewhat early. 
The 8th or 9th would be better. 

GeneraL Le Ronp observed that there was no obligation to com- 
mence negotiations with the Germans exactly on the 10th. 
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M. Picuon wished to draw the attention of the Italian Delegation 
to the question of the contingent to be supplied by Italy for the forces 
of occupation; the Council did not yet know if Italy had withdrawn 
her reservation. 

GENERAL CAvALLERO said that the instructions he had just Sabked 
authorized him to withdraw that reservation. The Italian con- 
tingent would consist of five battalions and two batteries of Field 
Artillery, that is to say, three battalions and two batteries of Field 
Artillery would be sent to Upper Silesia, one battalion to Marien- 
werder and one to Teschen. He would come to an agreement with 
Marshal Foch’s Staff to have the strength of the three battalions 
destined for Upper Silesia sufficiently reinforced to equal approxi- 
mately the five battalions demanded. 

Marsuat Focu said that this plan ought to be examined more 
closely but in principle it seemed admissible. 

M. Picuon said that the Presidents of the Commissions should be 
named. The Council had decided on the 18th October* that the 
Presidents should be elected by the Commissions themselves, but it 
later seemed preferable to have the Council appoint them directly.* 
Ought it to wait until the Commissions had been formed? 

GENERAL Lz Ronp thought that it was important to make these ap- 
pointments as soon as possible. Indeed the Presidency carried with it 
certain obligations; the nations furnishing the Presidents would also 
have to furnish a larger personnel. They, therefore, should be settled 
upon as soon as possible. If it were decided that the Presidency of 
each Commission should be given to the Nation to which had been 
entrusted the command of the troops in the same zone, he wished 
to recall that at Allenstein the military command would be British, 
at Marienwerder Italian, in Upper Silesia French, and at Teschen 
American; but as for Teschen the American participation was await- 
ing the ratification of the Treaty by the Senate, and the question was 
all the more urgent inasmuch as only two months were left in which 
to hold the plebiscite. 

M. Picnon said that the Council felt that it was fitting that Ge 
military command in each territory to be occupied, and the Presidency 
of the plebiscite Commission in the same territory, should pertain to 
the same Nation. 

Sir Eyre Crowe suggested that while waiting for America to as- 
sume the Presidency of the Teschen Commission it should be held 


*HD-72, minute 1, p. 684. 
°HD-7, minute 6, p. 754. 
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by France, which already administered the neighboring territory of 
Upper Silesia. 

Mr. Potx agreed. 

Genera, Weycanp said that a telegram had just been received 
from General Henrys containing information of the agreements 
concluded between the Germans and Poles with respect to regulating 
the taking over by Poland of territories to be immediately ceded 
to it by virtue of the Treaty of Peace. The application of these 
agreements, moreover, raised certain difficulties; for instance, it in- 
volved the passage over part of the territory of the free city of 
Danzig of German troops. Under these circumstances he thought it 
important to notify the Poles to send here representatives qualified 
to continue their negotiations with the Germans under the auspices of 
the Conference. (This recommendation was approved.) 

It was decided: 


(1) that the representatives of the Allied and Associated Powers 
on Plebiscite or Administrative Commissions, to the extent of at least 
one Delegate from each Power on each Commission, should assemble 
at the Quai d’Orsay as soon as practicable—November 7th if possible ; 

(2) that the Polish Government should be invited to send to Paris 
representatives empowered to conduct with the German Govern- 
ment—under the auspices of the Conference—the negotiations rendered 
necessary by the cession to Poland of German territory, at the same 
time as the representatives of the Principal Allied and Associated 
Powers discussed with the German Delegates questions raised by the 
putting into force of the Treaty of Peace. 


It was further decided: 


(1) that the Presidency of the Plebiscite Commissions should at 
Allenstein be held by the British Representative, at Marienwerder by 
the Italian, in Upper Silesia by the French, and at Teschen by the 
Americans; although provisionally it should be held at Teschen by 


the French Representative; : 
(2) that the question of the strength of the Italian troops of occu- 
pation should be settled by Marshal Foch and the Italian Military 


Representative. 


4, (The Council had before it a note from the Belgian Delegation 
to the President of the Peace Conference dated October 25th, 1919 
(See Appendix “D”).) 

Sir Eyre Crowe thought that the question was de- 


Transportation 


ed cided by the former decisions of the Council.” The 
for Belgium best course would be to transmit this note to the Allied 


Naval Armistice Commission stating that the Council 
was of the opinion that the instructions previously given by it to this 
Commission involved the granting of the Belgian Delegation’s request. 
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It was decided: 


to transmit to the Allied Naval Armistice Commission the note from 
the Belgian Delegation relative to German vessels laden with wood 
destined for Belgium, and to inform that Commission that the Su- 
preme Council was of the opinion that the instructions previously 
given by it involved the granting of the Belgian request. 


5, GENERAL Weyoanp stated that with respect to their railway 
system the Baltic Provinces were in a peculiar situation. During the 
war the Germans changed the tracks to normal gauge 


Railway System with the result that at present only German material 
of the Baltic 3 3 " 
Provinces and transformed Russian material could circulate on 


the Baltic system. It was evident that in order to 
assure the continuance of the economic life of the country part of 
the German material should be retained on the spot. Neither the 
Armistice nor the treaty accorded the right to demand this. He pro- 
posed that the German Government be informed that, by reason of Ger- 
many’s deliberate transformation of the railways of the Baltic Prov- 
inces, General Niessel should be empowered to determine the amount 
of German material to be retained in those territories. 
It was decided: 
that the German Government. should be informed by Marshal Foch 
that, in consequence of the transformation of the railways of the 
Baltic Provinces effected by the Germans during the war, General 


Niessel would be empowered to determine the amount of German 
rolling stock which should be left in those regions. 


6. (The Council had before it the draft letter to the Chargé d’Af- 
faires of the Dutch Government relative to the vessels sold by Ger- 
many during the war to Dutch Navigation Companies. 


Note to the ° 

Ghargé d”- (Appendix “K”).) 
aires 0: . 

the Dutch It was decided: 

Government 


to approve the text of the note to the Chargé 
d’Affaires of the Dutch Government relative to German ships sold 
during the war to Dutch Navigation Companies. 
7. (The Council had before it a note from the Drafting Committee 
dated November ard, 1919 (See Appendix “F”).) 
Str Eyre Crowe observed that the only thing to 
do was to approve the recommendations of the note. 


of tie Buropean The Council at that moment agreed that the Secretary- 
misslon in the General of the European Danube Commission, that is 
Provided for, to say, Colonel Rey, should be Secretary-General of 
of the Treaty the Conference provided for by Article 349 of the 
Treaty of Versailles. . 
(It was decided: 


(1) to approve the recommendations of the note prepared b the 
Drafting Committee (See Appendix “F”) relative ZS renee 
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of the European-Danube Commission in the Conference provided for 
by Article 349 of the Treaty of Versailles; 

(2) that the Secretary-General of the European-Danube Commis- 
sion should act as Secretary-General of the said Conference. ) 


8. M. Fromacror said that the Drafting Committee wondered 
whether it would not be expedient to have Bulgaria sign a Protocol 
eee similar to those signed by the German and Austrian 
Be Signed. Delegations at Versailles and at St. Germain. It was 

pice tte difficult to take the Versailles Protocol as a guide for 

the Protocol in question. On the other hand, the St. Germain 
Protocol contained provisions which it would be advantageous 
to have Bulgaria sign. For instance, it provided, in Section 1, 
that the list of persons to be handed over to the Allied and 
Associated Governments by Austria pursuant to Article 173, para- 
graph 2, of the Treaty, should be sent to the Austrian Government 
within a month of the coming into force of the Treaty. A similar 
clause could be inserted in the Bulgarian Protocol. The provisions 
contained in Section 2 seemed inapplicable to Bulgaria. The same 
was not true of the provisions of Section 3; but as the Bulgarian 
Treaty, with respect to reparations, differed greatly from the Austrian 
Treaty, he thought that the opinion of the Reparation Commission 
should be asked on that point. Finally, Section 4 could be advan- 
tageously reproduced. Austria had also signed at St. Germain a 
declaration by which it undertook to communicate to the Allied and 
Associated Governments all the information at its disposal relative 
to vessels sunk or damaged by Austrian naval forces during the war. 
It might not be very beneficial to have Bulgaria sign a corresponding 
declaration, but at least.it could not-be prejudicial. 

(It was decided: 


(1) that the Drafting Committee should prepare, to be signed at 
the same time as the Bulgarian Treaty, a draft protocol similar to the 
protocol signed September 10, 1919, at Saint Germain, by the Austrian 
Delegation, subject to the decision of the Reparation Commission as 
to the expediency of repeating in the said protocol the provisions of 
Sections 2 and 3 of the protocol of Saint Germain; ; 

(2) that the Drafting Committee shovld prepare, to be signed by the 
Bulgarian Delegation at the same time as the Treaty of Peace, a dec- 
laration similar to the one signed on September 10, 1919, by the Aus- 
trian Delegation.) 


9, M. Marsut stated that he had been telegraphically informed that 
the Emperor of Japan, on October 30th, had ratified the Treaty of 
Versailles. Under the final clauses of the Treaty of 


Ratification 


of the Treaty Peace it became his duty to make a formal notification 
of Versailles é § ‘ . 
by Japan of this ratification. Should he do so at once or await 


the signature of the procés-verbal relative to the deposit of ratifica- 
tions? It seemed to him that he might await this latter date. 
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M. Picuon said that the Conference would approve the procedure 
prescribed by the Drafting Committee. 

M. Fromagxor said that that Committee had provided for this con- 
tingency in the draft procés-verbal of the deposit of ratifications 
which had been approved by the Council. This draft had spoken 
of “deposit of ratifications or of notifications of ratifications.” 

(The meeting then adjourned.) 


Hortet pr Critto0n, Paris, November 4, 1919. 


Appendix A to HD-83 


Novemser 4, 1919. 
From: Marshal Foch, 
To: General Nudant. 

The German Delegate to the C. I. C. F. C.* at Treves communicates 
the following decision of the Minister of the Empire, actuated by 
the coal shortage: 

“The Ministry of the Empire has decided: ‘From November 5 to 
15 inclusive, on all the principal and secondary lines, all passenger 
train traffic will be suspended with the exception of workmen trains 
which are absolutely indispensable, and the suburban train service 
of the large cities. Beginning with November 15, and until further 
orders, passenger traffic will be limited to the trains which are abso- 
lutely indispensable to the maintenance of economic life. Take the 
necessary measures at once to insure that all express and passenger 
trains which are not necessary to workmen traffic be stopped after 
their arrival at destination on and after November 5’ ”. 


The German Delegate to the C. I. C. F. C. requests authorization 
to apply these measures in the occupied countries. 

Please communicate the following to the German Government: I 
do not grant the authorization requested. I demand that postal and 
passenger train service between the Allied Countries and the occu- 
pied territories on one hand, and between the occupied territories and 
the great centers of non-occupied Germany on the other hand, be 
maintained as they are. These relations are indispensable to the 
existence of the Army of Occupation, to the execution of the Armis- 
tice Convention and that of the Peace Treaty. The approval of any 
program changing traffic in the occupied territories must be sub- 
ordinate to the maintenance of the above mentioned relations. 

The C. I. C. F. C. of Treves is further invited to immediately 
formulate proposals with this in view. 


Foca 


*Commission Interalliée des Chemins de Fer de Campagne (Inter-Allied 
Campaign Railway Commission). 
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Telegram From Sir George Clerk, Budapest, to Sir Eyre Crowe, 
Astoria 


No. 3 D. November 1, 1919. 
R. November 2, 1919. 

Following for Supreme Council No. 2. 

Situation here is extraordinarily complicated and difficult. ‘Three 
or two months ago provisional coalition government could have 
been made comparatively easily. Since then anti-Semitic crusade 
has grown to a great height and though really genuine has been 
to some extent fostered for political purposes. Result is that it is 
impossible to ignore popular sentiment which unless handled with 
great care will break out in violence and unrest throughout country, 

I have seen important representatives of every shade of opinion 
and my general conclusions are as follows: 

1. Immediate evacuation of Roumanian forces is essential. What- 
ever risks I have not found one Hungarian apart from extreme 
Jewish and social democrats who are not agreed upon this. Until 
Roumanians go nothing serious can be done here and it is only this 
tangible proof of betterment that will enable me to handle problem 
of Christian National party which is name of this mass of excited 
popular feeling which looks on Friedrich as the standard bearer. 
M. Diamandi assures me that immediately on my arrival he telegraphed 
urgently to Bucharest pressing for withdrawal but so far has had no 
reply. Possibly Roumanian elections which I understand are at 
present taking place in Bucharest may account for this but I beg 
Supreme Council will exercise all possible pressure on Roumanian 
Government to secure earliest possible withdrawal. I trust Roumania 
will be required to evacuate all occupied territory that is to say that 
they will not be allowed to remain on (1 group undecypherable). A 
further reason for early evacuation is that there are signs of an early 
and very hard winter and this means that with a frozen Danube 
vessels of inter-allied Danube Commission will be immobile and only 
force we possess to assist in maintaining order will be powerless. 

2. Once I have this definite assurance of Roumanian evacuation 1 
can approach Friedrich and I hope obtain from him a definite assur- 
ance that he will make way for a government which corresponds with 
wishes of Supreme Council. 

3. Private negotiations are in train for formation of such a Gov- 
ernment. In view of great weight and excited feeling of Christian 
National Party they must be fully represented and care taken not 
to give them occasion to think they are being swamped by Jews and 
Socialists. If however all goes well there will be a government which 
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will fully meet requirements of Supreme Council. I shall of course 
satisfy myself main Hungarian parties (1 group undecypherable) 
Christian National Party are content with their representatives in 
this government. As it may be of great importance before they settle 
transfer of government from Friedrich to his successor at short notice 
I venture to ask that I may if necessary assure new government of 
provisional recognition of Supreme Council. Time necessary only to 
exchange telegrams after formal new government may upset whole 
scheme. 

4. I have seen Admiral Horthy. He inspires confidence. He will 
give me a formal assurance that he will accept new government and 
keep his troops in hand. In order to quiet en bloc apprehension of 
Jewish and Socialist convention here I have told Admiral Horthy that 
on the strength of his assurance I shall give my personal assurance to 
these people that order will be maintained. Otherwise there may be 
something like panic. 

6. It would be practically impossible to include a Jew in the new 
Provisional government. Nor do Jews themselves wish it. I shall 
however see that they are satisfied with composition of government. 

7. Reports reach me here as to Roumanian action in Transylvania 
which leaves little doubt Roumanians are acting there not only with 
great harshness but in flagrant violation of conditions of peace treaty. 
If it were possible for an inter-Allied commission to visit Transyl- 
vania to report on situation confidence and trust of this people in 
justice of Allies would be firmly established. I am sending by despatch 
report on conditions in Transylvania. 





Appendix C to HD-83 
[The French Delegation to the Supreme Council] 


Paris, November 8, 1919. 

In a note dated November ist, the Allied and Associated Powers 

invited Germany “to send to Paris, for November 10, 1919, duly qual- 

ified representatives to regulate, in accord with the representatives of 

the Allied and Associated Powers, the installation arrangement. for 

the Government, Administration, and Plebiscite Commissions, the 
investiture ceremonies, etc., etc.” 
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It is indispensable that the representatives of the Powers designated 
to meet the German representatives on November 10th assemble prior 
to that date and establish an agreement between Allies before any 
discussion with the Germans is entered into. 

The French Delegation has the honor to propose that: 


1st—the representatives of the Allied and Associated Powers, desig- 
nated at the rate of at least one Delegate for each Power and for 
each Commission, assemble on November 7th at the Quay d’Orsay ; 
2nd—Sessions of the Commissions which are to commence opera- 
Foot on November 10th, in participation with the Germans, be held 
sic 


In view of these early conferences, the French Delegation calls the 
attention of the Supreme Council to the necessity of regulating the 
two following questions as promptly as possible. 


1Ist—Strength of Occupation Forces: 


American troops will not participate in the occupation before the 
ratification of the Treaty by the United States. However, the em- 
placement of their battalions is reserved, in accord with the American 
Government. 

The Italian Delegation has not yet indicated whether its Government 
is disposed to furnish the entire contingent of seven battalions as 
requested, and if it can, in any event, furnish Upper Silesia with the 
five battalions especially necessitated as a result of the delay in the 
arrival of the American battalions. 


2nd—Presidency of the Inter-Alliied Commissioners in the Zones of 
Occupation. 

On October 18th,° the Supreme Council decided that the Inter- 
Allied Commissions sent to the zones of occupation would select their 
President, without it being obligatory that these Presidents be of the 
same nationality as the Officer, in each zone, commanding the forces 
of occupation. 


But, after a new examination,” at the suggestion of M. Clemenceau, 
the Conference agreed to reconsider the question on November 


24th [4th?]. 

In fact, it appears preferable that the Supreme Council itself select 
the Presidents of the Commissions, by taking into account the im- 
portance of the effectives, unity of command and the equilibrium of 
the Powers. 
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Appendix D to HD-83 
BELGIAN DELEGATION 


Order No. 1 Annex Parts, Ocroper 25, 1919. 


From: Baron Capelle, 
To: President Clemenceau. 

Several ships loaded with wood in Finland and ultimately destined 
for Belgium have been stopped in Baltic ports as a result of the 
blockade proclaimed by the Supreme Council. 

As Belgium is in extreme need of wood on account of the numerous 
reconstruction labors in the country, I am taking the liberty to ask 
that you intervene, and that instructions be given, as soon as possible, 
authorizing the clearance of these ships. These ships are immobilized 
in their cargo ports through fear of developments or blocked at dif- 
ferent ports of their course, from which they dare not clear. 

This question is of extreme importance; navigation in the Baltic 
will be, in fact, suspended very shortly on account of the ice, and if 
these boats are not authorized to continue their voyage at the present 
time, they will risk being blocked until next spring. 

Furthermore, it would be imminently dangerous to leave property 
belonging to Belgium for a period of several months, in a country, 
where conditions are as uncertain as in Finland at the present time. 

I have the honor to enclose herewith an original list of the ships 
in question loaded for Holland. I am awaiting a supplementary list 
and as soon as I shall have received same, I will take the liberty of 
sending it on. 

I entertain the hope, Mr. President, that a decision may be taken 
by the Supreme Council, on principle, concerning this question, to 
which extreme importance is attached by the Government of the 
King. 

Please accept, etc. [No signature on file copy] 

[Enclosure] 
Partial List of German Steamers Loaded for Holland, the Cargo 

(Wood) of Which Is To Be Ultimately Transferred to Belgium 


Admiral—Chartered by M.M.L. Brabandt and Co., Brussels, and 
Mme. Van Canegem, Ghent, through the intermediary of Barde- 
maecker of Ghent. 

To be loaded with wood at Rafso (Finland) by the Reposaaren 
Hoyrysaha Osakeynhtio, Helsingfors, now blockaded at Kiel. 

Weser—Chartered by Jussiant and Company, Antwerp, through 
the intermediary of g 

To be loaded with wood at Trangsund (Finland) by Sarklsalni 
Angsag, Nyslott, probably now at Stettin and blockaded there. 

Jupiter—Chartered by Jussiant and Company, Antwerp, through 
the intermediary of Zeyen and Co., Antwerp. 
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To be loaded with wood at Koivusaari and Trangsund (Finland) 
by Salvesen and Sarkisalni, Angsag, Nyslott, at the present time at 
Trangsund. 

Gerwin—Chartered by M. A. Gobbaert at Antwerp, by the inter- 
mediary of Zeyen and Co., Antwerp. 

To be loaded with wood at Ra-fso (Finland) by Reposaaren Hoy- 
rysaha Osaheyhtio, Helsingfors, at the present time blockaded at 
Stettin. 

Ariane—Chartered by the M. A. Gobbaert at Antwerp, by the inter- 
mediary of Zeyen and Company, Antwerp. 

To be loaded with wood at Trangsund (Finland) by Salvesen and 
Sarkisalni Angsag, Nyslott, at the present time at Trangsund. 

Fiducia—Chartered by M. H. Deweert at Ostend, through the 
intermediary of John P. Best at Ghent. 

To be loaded with wood at Walkome (Finland) by Mr. Ferd 
Frigen, Lahti, at the present time blockaded at Stettin. 

Wilhelm Oelsner—Chartered by the Widow Dapsens Soyer at 
Tournai, through the intermediary of John P. Best at Ghent. 

To be loaded with wood at Trangsund by Juselius Aktiebolag, 
Bjorneborg, at the present time g 

Yens—Chartered by Messrs Devriendt Brothers at Ghent through 
the intermediary of Vyane at Ghent. 

To be loaded with wood at Walkome (Finland) by John Parviainen 
Osakeyhtio, Jyviskya, at present ¢ 

Concerning the tonnage, full registration can be found by consult- 
ing the Lloyd registers. Information concerning several other ships 
may be had through Maritime Courier. 
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Proposed Letter to the Chargé Affaires of the Netherlands 
Parts, November 4, 1919. 


I have the honor to acknowledge receipt of your letter of October 
98 last,? in which you kindly requested me to communicate to the 
Supreme Council the views of the Netherlands Government relative 
to German ships, claimed by Holland as having been sold during the 
war by the Hamburg-Amerika-Line and the Kosmos-Line to the profit 
of the Netherlands companies Lloyd Royal Holland and Holland- 
Amerika-Line. 

T have the honor of informing you that the conditions under which 
this transaction was made do not permit the Principal Allied and 
Associated Powers to recognize the property right to these ships by 
the Dutch companies interested. 
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It may be noted that, on the other hand, according to the terms of 
the Armistice Convention of January 16, 1919, Germany must hand 
over all her commercial vessels to the Allies, and that between the 
signing and the coming into force of the Peace Treaty, no act of Ger- 
many could be tolerated which would infringe upon the execution 
of her obligation to hand over her commercial vessels to the Allied and 
Associated Powers, according to the provisions of the Treaty. 

Under these conditions the Supreme Council has requested me to 
advise you that the claims of the Dutch companies interested cannot 
be complied with. 

If these interested parties have any claims to enter, they should 
present them to Germany, whose intervention in this respect is pro- 
vided for in paragraph 7 of Annex III of Part VIII (Reparations) | 
of the Peace Treaty with Germany. 
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Note for the Supreme Council Relative to the International Danube 
Conference 


According to Article 349 of the German Treaty, the Conference 
entrusted with elaborating the international regime of the Danube 
shall be composed of Powers named by the Allied and Associated 
Powers, that is practically by the Supreme Council. 

Whatever the personality which the Danube Commission enjoys, it 
does not appear that it can be considered as a “Power” by the terms 
of Article 349. 

On the contrary, it cannot be admitted that the regime be discussed 
outside a commission entrusted for more than 60 years with the inter- 
national interest of perhaps the most important part of the river, 
that is from the sea of [to] Galatz. 

On the one hand, it does not seem possible, therefore, that the Danube 
Commission be designated as a Power, member of the Conference; on 
the other, it appears necessary to establish a close contact between 
the Commission and the Conference. 

These two viewpoints could be easily reconciled, if the Supreme 
Council, in naming the Powers which are to compose the Conference, 
give them the following recommendation: 

1. Not to come to any decision without first having heard the Danube 
Commission, and 

2. To choose as Secretary General of the Conference a qualified 
representative of the Commission. 

For the Drafting Committee 
Henri Fromacror 
NovEMBER 8, 1919. 
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Notes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers Held in M. Pichon’s Room, Quai d’Orsay, Paris, on 
Wednesday, November 5, 1919, at 10:30 a. m. 


PRESENT 
AMERICA, 
UNITED STATES OF BRITISH HMPIRE FRANCE 
Hon. F. L. Polk Sir Eyre Crowe M. Pichon 
Secretary Secretary Secretaries 
Mr. L. Harrison Mr. H. Norman M. Dutasta 
M. Berthelot 
M. de Saint-Quentin 
ITALY JAPAN 
M. de Martino M. Matsui 
Secretary Secretary 
M. Barone Russo M. Kawai 
Joint Secretariat 
America, UNrTep Stares oF .... Capt. B. Winthrop 
BRITIse, EMPIRE och AF «psf fey tay Capt. G. Lothian Small 
AUIUAUS OR Mevicitea a! claclesius) Siepen ai sess went M. Massigli 
ATG ea ee sete ee toe herve ee a) ieee othe” ane M. Zanchi 


Interpreter—M. Mantoux 
The following were also present for items in which they were concerned: 
AMERICA, UNITED STATES OF 
General Bliss 


BRiTIsH EMPIRE 


General Sackville-West 
Commander Lucas, R. N. 
Mr. A. Leeper 

Mr. HE. H. Carr 


ITALY 


General Cavallero 
General Marietti 
M. Vannutelli-Rey 
Prince Boncompagni 


JAPAN 
M. Shigemitsu 
1. (The Council had before it a draft telegram to Sir George 
Clerk (See Appendix “A”).) 

Sir Eyre Crowe wished to remark that he proposed 
air cearaet to replace paragraph 2 on page 1 by the following 
eg paragraph: “The Roumanian troops shall evacuate 
Hungary completely and shall withdraw to the other side of the fron- 
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tier as fixed by the Conference: It is indispensable that they should 
allow full liberty to the Hungarian elections.” In the following para- 
graph he suggested that the words, “immediately thereafter” should 
be omitted. He wished to give Sir George Clerk discretion on the 
question of the time when the Friedrich cabinet should withdraw. If 
he were to await the complete evacuation by the Roumanian troops, 
this might be found too long. 

M. pe Martino asked that a change be made in paragraph 1 of 
page 2, so as to follow the suggestion made by the Italian repre- 
sentative at Budapest. 

(The text was agreed to read as follows: “Another suggestion 
had been made which charged. the Inter-Allied Military Mission 
with the supervision of the organization . .. etc.” (See Appendix 
“B”),) 

Mr. Porx suggested that the beginning of paragraph 3 on page 2 
be changed to read as follows: “The Council would like to know 
whether, after having consulted the Inter-Allied Mission, and 
after... .,etc.” 

Str Eyre Crowe wished to add to paragraph 8 of page 2, after the 
words, “by the Hungarian gendarmerie” the following words, “which 
might be placed under the Control, direct or indirect, of the Inter- 
Allied Military Mission.” 

(This change was adopted, and it was agreed to put after paragraph 
3 of page 2, the paragraph suggested by M. De Martino) 


(It was decided: 


(1) that Sir Eyre Crowe should send to Sir George Clerk, in the 
name of the Supreme Council, the telegram as shown in Appendix 
6B”. 

(2) that the telegram sent by the Supreme Council to the Rouma- 
nian Government at its meeting of November 38rd, 1919, should be 
communicated to Sir George Clerk,)? 


2, M. Picuon inquired whether Mr. Polk had received an answer 

on the subject from President Wilson. 
Mr. Porx said that the President would surely issue the convocation 
of the first meeting of the Council of the League of Nations; the only 
question was the form of letter which the President 


First Meeti . ‘ ; ‘ 
of the Counett should write. This was still open and he expected 
Cea an answer within a short time. 


Sm Eyre Crowe wished to state that the British 

Government had agreed upon Paris as the place of the first meeting 
of the Council. 

M. Brrrueror stated it had been understood between Sir Eric Drum- 

mond, Colonel House and the French Representative that this meet- 

ing should only nominate the Commission charged with fixing the 


* See appendix D to HD-82, p. 920. 


THE COUNCIL OF HEADS OF DELEGATIONS 955 


boundaries of the Sarre district. There still ‘remained the appoint- 
ment of the Commission for the Government: of the Sarre district, 
As soon as the Treaty was put into’ force; the German Government 
might ask, to whom should the sovereignty over this territory be trans- 
ferred. The difficulty might of course be solved by prolonging the 
military occupation regime until the Commission for the Government 
of the Sarre had been appointed; butiit was important that the Allies 
should agree on this intermediary solution.,, From the French stand- 
point, however, it was quite certain that it would be wiser to appoint 
the Government Commission at once and, that it was to especially 
please the American and British Governments that this solution might 
be accepted. . 

Mr. Pork remarked that he understood that this was the view of 
his Government. . | 

Sir Eyre Crowe feared that the Germans might cause trouble, if 
this were not fixed; Sir Eric Drummond however having agreed with 
his French and American colleagues, he, (Sir Eyre Crowe) concluded 
that: M. Berthelot’s solution was correct. + bles 

M. Berrueror remarked that of course. Germany would be very 
likely to send notes to the Allies on the subject; but as it was only a 
question of a few weeks at the most, he thought it, would. be easy to 
gain the necessary time. 

. (It was decided: 


(1) that Paris should be the place of the first meeting of the Coun- 
cil of League of Nations; 

(2) that on the agenda of the first meeting of the Council the only 
matter taken up would be the appointment of the Commission charged 
with fixing the boundaries of the Sarre territory ; saab 

(3) that the present military occupation of the Sarre territory 
should continue until the Commission charged with the government 
of the Sarre district had been appointed.) 


3. (The Council had before it a note from the British Delegation 
(See Appendix “C”).) ; 
(After a short discussion, 


It was decided: 
Reauest of the 


Provisional : ° 
visional, » .... that Sir Eyre Crowe should notify the Delegates 
Memel To Be’ of the provisional Government at Memel that the per- 
soil. mission requested could not be granted but that as soon 
a ad as the Treaty of Peace was put into force the Allied 


and Associated Powers would welcome the cooperation 
of the local Officials who are natives of the country.) 


4, (The Council had before it instructions. to General Niessel, 
President of the Commission charged with the control of the evacua- 
tion of the Baltic Provinces.) (See Appendix “D”.) 

-§10124—46—voL. vit —61 
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Sm Eyre Crowe pointed out that the last phrase of 
papal. paragraph 1, Section 5 entitled, “Action of the Allied 


foithe Inter): Navy in the Baltic,” beginning with the words, “the 
sion To Examine = Commission will serve as an intermediary” be re- 
oO 


Fescuetionet moved. (This was agreed to.) 
Fireminees Str Eyre Crowe also wished to remark that as far 


as transportation was concerned, the British Govern- 
ment would do all in its power, but could not guarantee transportation. 

M. Berruexort stated that General Niessel had already insisted be- 
fore the Council on his Commission getting the necessary credits; it 
had adjourned the examination of this question, but General Niessel 
called the attention of the Council to a case which needed its imme- 
diate decision. From the information at hand, it seemed that Colonel 
Bermondt’s troops would probably be dissolved, and it was important 
to know what would happen to the Russian troops which made up 
his forces. Of course every effort would be made to have these troops 
put under General Yudenitch’s command, but a certain period might 
elapse before this could take place, and meanwhile it would be neces- 
sary to supply them if one did not want to throw them into the hands 
of the Bolshevists. He thought it necessary to allot a certain amount 
of money to General Niessel which would be shared between the three 
Allies. 

Mr. Pork wished to state that, as far as America was concerned, 
it could provide no funds for that purpose. 

Sir Eyre Crowe also remarked that he questioned the likelihood 
of his Government’s participation. 

M. Berruetor stated that it was already well understood that each ° 
power should stand the expenses of its representatives; but there surely 
were bound to be common expenses, and it seemed impossible to send 
this mission without a credit: France might decide to advance the 
sum for this purpose, it being well understood of course that the other 
Governments would reimburse it later. 

Mr. Pox remarked that the appropriations of the United States 
Government were so made that it could only pay the share of expenses 
for its own mission, and for a determined purpose. 

M. Brrruexor explained that was the reason he suggested a fixed 
amount. He thought the Council should recognize the importance of 
the solution. 

Str Eyre Crows inquired why they should not adopt M. Berthelot’s 
solution, which was on the same lines as the procedure in the missions 
of Sir George Clerk and General Gough, where the British Govern- 
ment paid at first and the expenses were later shared. 

M. Berruezor agreed that France was ready to follow this pro- 
cedure, if it was understood that the other Allies would reimburse 
her for their share. 
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Mr. Potx stated that his Government could not give a penny towards 
a Mission of a political nature. 

Sm Eyre Crows emphasized that his Government understood the 
mission to be a reply to the German demand for some body to 
supervise the German evacuation, and therefore it could not counte- 
nance its becoming involved in political activities. 

M. Berruerot thought the question was a more complex one. 

Mr. Pox said he was quite sure that General Niessel understood that 
the American representative had strict instructions not to become 
involved in questions of a political nature. 

M. ve Martino thought that it might be very difficult to make a 
difference between political questions and purely military questions; 
the one might involve the other; and he thought it important that the 
Generals should get definite instructions in advance on political ques- 
tions which might come up, so that the action they took should be 
covered by a common agreement. 

M. Picuon answered that it would be for the General to ask the 
Council for instructions. He summed up that the Commission would 
be the best judge of what measures it should take, and should they 
include or involve questions of a political nature, then the Council 
should be informed immediately and a decision given. 

(It was decided: 

(1) that in the section of instructions to General Niessel, entitled. 
‘A ction of the Inter-Allied Navy in the Baltic” the phrase which read, 
“The Commission will serve as intermediary between the Supreme 
Council and the Inter-Allied Military Mission,” should be omitted; 

(2) that the Commission should keep strictly to the wording of 
their instructions and should refer to the Supreme Council any ques- 
tions of a political nature involved in the carrying out of these 
instructions. 


5. (The Council had before it a list of questions prepared by the 

French Delegation.) (See Appendix). 
M. Berrneot read and commented upon this list.. He wished to 
remark that on the list submitted, certain questions 


Eegouiinla ten might not belong to the Supreme Council and could 
Sel Benpinine be treated through ordinary diplomatic channels, He 
by the Supreme suggested that each delegation prepare a revised list 


on these lines, and the Secretary-General would coor- 
dinate all the lists handed in. 
(It was decided: 


that each Delegation should prepare a list of all questions which still 
remain to be taken up by the Supreme Council, and that the Secretary- 


2 An appendix containing a list of questions prepared by the French Delegation 
does not accompany the file copy of HD-84. For such a list, see appendix H to 
HD-89, vol. 1x, p. 118. 
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General of the Conference should collate these lists for the Council’s 
examination. ) 


6. Mr. Pork stated that the Supreme Council had made a decision 
on the question ‘of the tank ships on September 27th ;? this decision 
stood, but he personally had decided without know]- 
Sh hegal es edge of the full facts, and wished to have the question 
raised at a later date when he had all available in- 
formation. He simply wished this set upon the record. 
(The meeting then adjourned. ) 
Horer pe Critton, Paris, November 5, 1919. 
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Draft of a Telegram From the Supreme Council to Sir George Clerk, 
Budapest 


Paris, November 5, 1919. 


The Supreme Council has taken note of your various communica- 
tions ¢ and is willing to comply with the principle of your suggestions. 
It is of the opinion that: 

1st—The Rumanian troops must withdraw; it is indispensable that 
they allow full liberty to the Hungarian elections; 

2nd.—The Friedrich cabinet must resign immediately thereafter, 
and. be replaced by a really different Government, comprising Demo- 
cratic elements, Governments which would hold the elections, and the 
recognition of which by the Allies you would be now authorized to 
guarantee. 


The Council was presented with a suggestion that, in order to 
prevent the elections and the Hungarian Government from being in- 
fluenced by the local police, which is under the authority of Friedrich, 
and by the small army of Admiral Horthy, whose tendencies are 
plainly reactionary, the Rumanian military force should be replaced 
by an Allied military force capable of inspiring confidence in the 
population and to strengthen the moral authority of the commission 
of the generals and of the conference itself; the facts seemed to 
demonstrate that, without being supported by armed force, their 
decisions ran the risk of remaining unexecuted. 

Another suggestion has been made that the control of the Hungarian 
army of Horthy by the commission of generals should be considered 
as sufficient. 


; HD-62, minute 1, p. 403. 
phe text of the communication of November 1, 1919, see appendix B to HD-83, 
p. 
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Tt must not be forgotten that on one hand the Allies do not wish to 
hinder the expression of the free will of the Hungarians, but that 
on the other hand they have decided to prohibit the re-establishment 
of the fallen dynasty, either in a direct or indirect form. 

The Council desires to know whether, after having considered all 
authorized views, you think that the Rumanian force should be replaced 
by an Inter-Allied force, or whether the assurances of Admiral Horthy 
and the guarantee of order represented by the Hungarian gendarmerie 
can be trusted. 

The question of sending an Inter-Allied force raises the following 
difficulties: As the great powers have no force available, they con- 
sider sending two divisions of Czecho and Serbian soldiers and subal- 
tern officers, commanded by English, Italian, American and French 
superior officers, under the command of an energetic general, 
nominated by the Supreme Council. 

The Italian Delegation objects to sending any Jugo-Slavs on account 
of the state of mind of the Hungarian population. On the other hand, 
all delegations realize the inconveniences which might result from the 
presence of contingents from small countries, neighbors of Hungary, 
and hostile, even under a firm Allied command. The essential question 
is to know whether the presence of a force at the disposal of the Allies 
is not necessary. 

The Supreme Council, trusting to your judgment and your infor- 
mation on the ground, asks you for precise and prompt advice. 
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Telegram 
Novemser 5, 1919. 


From: Supreme Council. 
To: Sir George Clerk, Budapest. 

The Supreme Council has taken note of your various communica- 
tions® and. is ready to adhere, in general, to your suggestions. It 
esteems that: 


1st—The Rumanian troops must completely evacuate Hungary and 
withdraw beyond the frontiers fixed by the conference; it is indis- 
pensable that the Hungarian elections be conducted with full liberty ; 

Ond—The Friedrich Ministry must withdraw to make room for a 
really different government comprising the democratic element. This 
Government would proceed with the elections, and you would be 
authorized to guarantee its recognition by the Allies. 


® For text of the communication of November 1, 1919, see appendix B to HD-83, 
p. 947, 
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The Council was presented with a suggestion tending to emphasize 
the necessity, in order to prevent the elections and the Hungarian Gov- 
ernment being subject to the influence of the local police which is in 
the power of Friedrich, and by the small army of Admiral Horthy 
whose tendencies are openly reactionary, of replacing the Rumanian 
military force by an Allied military force capable of inspiring con- 
fidence in the population and strengthening the moral authority of the 
Commission of Generals and of the Conference itself. These facts 
appear to indicate that without material force their decisions are liable 
to remain non-executed. 

On one hand, the fact that the Allies do not in any wise wish to 
impede the expression of the free will of the Hungarians must be 
clearly understood, but on the other hand they have decided to 
prevent the restoration of the fallen dynasty, in any form, either 
direct or indirect. 

The Council would like to know if after consultation with the 
Commission of Generals, and having had recourse to all the au- 
thorized advice with which you are surrounded, you are convinced that 
the Rumanian forces ought to be replaced by Inter-Allied forces, or 
whether the assurances of Admiral Horthy and the guarantee of 
order represented by the Hungarian Gendarmerie can be trusted, 
which might perhaps be placed under the direct or indirect control 
of the Commission of Generals. 

Another suggestion was made to the effect of entrusting the Com- 
mission of Generals with the supervision of the organization of the 
Hungarian army, and to see that it is not employed for political 
purposes contrary to the views of the Allies. The Commission of 
Generals should also see that the occupation of the Capital and of 
the country be conducted without excesses and without disturbing 
public order. 

The question of sending an Inter-Allied force presents the follow- 
ing difficulties: as the Great Powers have no effectives available, 
they would be envisaged with the sending of two divisions of Czech 
and Serbian non-commissioned officers and soldiers, commanded by 
English, Italian, American and French superior officers under the 
orders of an energetic General nominated by the Supreme Council. 

The Italian Delegation objects to sending any Jugo-Slavs, owing 
to the state of mind of the Hungarian population. For that matter, 
all Delegations realize the inconveniences which might result from 
the presence of contingents from the small neighboring hostile coun- 
tries of Hungary, even under a firm Allied command. The main 
question is to ascertain whether the presence of a force at the dis- 
position of the Allies is not necessary. 


THE COUNCIL OF HEADS OF DELEGATIONS 961 


The Supreme Council, confident in your judgment and your local 
information, asks you for precise and prompt advice. 


Appendix C to HD-84 
Note by the British Delegation for Submission to the Supreme Council 


The British Delegation has received through the British Mission 
at Berlin the following telegram :-— 


“Oberbiirgermeister Altenberg and three representatives of the pro- 
visional Government of Memel request permission to proceed to Paris 
from Berlin to lay their case before the Supreme Council. German 
Foreign Office do not object. May permission be granted?” 


The delegation proposes to reply that the permission requested 
should not be granted but that the Delegates may be assured that, in 
the execution of the Treaty of Peace at Memel, as elsewhere, the 
co-operation of local officials who are natives of the country will be 
welcomed by the Allied and Associated Powers. 


4 Novempser, 1919. 
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[Instructions to the Interallied Commission To Examine Into the 
Evacuation of the Baltic Provinces] 


1. Decision oF THE SUPREME CoUNCIL 


The persistent violation, on the part of the German Government 
and the German Generals operating in the Baltic provinces, of the 
prescriptions of Article 12 of the Armistice of November 11, 1918 
(confirmed by Article 433 of the Peace Treaty of June 28, 1919, with 
Germany) has caused numerous protests from the Supreme Council, 
and a resolution, under date of October 10th deciding upon the con- 
stitution of an Interallied Commission to supervise the evacuation 
of the Baltic provinces by German troops.® 


2. CoMPOSITION OF THE INTERALLIED COMMISSION 


General Niessel is selected to exercise the Presidency of this Com- 
mission, which shall comprise the following members: 


British Representative: Brigadier General Turner 
American Representative: | Brigadier General S. A. Chenay 
Italian Representative: Brigadier General Marietti 


Japanese Representative: Major G. Takeda, Infantry 





° HD-67, minute 4, p. 536. 
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3. EVACUATION SUPERVISION 


The German Government alone is held responsible for the execution 
of the evacuation. 

The Interallied Commission is authorized to exercise, with full 
liberty of action wherever it may judge necessary, control of the 
execution of the evacuation measures ordered by the German Govern- 
ment. 


To this end, the Commission: 


a) shall acquire full knowledge, through the German Government 
at Berlin, of the measures taken by Germany with a view to establish- 
ing the conditions of the evacuation. . 

6) shall receive communication of the instructions given by the 
German Command of the Baltic regions concerning the application of 
these measures. . 

¢) shall, should it judge necessary, after a local examination of th 
situation, address any proposal to the German Government of a nature 
to facilitate, insure and hasten the execution of the evacuation. 

d@) the German Government shall accord to the Commission, as well 
as to its agents, full authorization to circulate within the territories 
occupied by German troops. 


4. Conprrions GovERNING THE EVACUATION 


The execution of the provisions of Article, 12 of the Armistice 
implies not only the retreat, ofthe constituent German units now 
located in the Baltic Provinces with their staffs and full service, but 
also the recall of all German military who, after demobilization, indi- 
vidually or in groups, entered the service of the Russian corps organ- 
ized in the said provinces. 

The Diplomats, as well as.the German Civilian functionaries shall 
also leave the Baltic Provinces simultaneously with the troops, with 
the exception of those who shall be approved by the Esthonian, Lettish 
and Lithuanian de facto Governments. 

The supervision shall cover not only the execution of the evacua- 
tion movements, but, as well, the verification of the material accom- 
panying the German troops, in order to prevent the removal of any 
material or supplies which do not belong to these troops. 


5. Acrion or tHE Atriep Navy In THE BALTIC 


The Commission shall establish relations with the Interallied Mari- 
time Command in the Baltic, which shall furnish information relative 
to the naval operations undertaken, either to support the liberation lof 
Petrograd, or to block the provisioning of the Bolshevists by sea,\in 
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conformity with the decisions of the Conference. The Commission 
will serve as an intermediary between the Supreme Council and the 
Allied Navy. 

The Allied Navy shall furnish the Commission with all necessary 
means of transportation, and shall assure the transmission of 
telegrams. 


6. Powers oF THE COMMISSION 


In order to accomplish its mission, the Allied Commission shall have 
at its disposition the personnel of the Military Missions of all the 
Allied and Associated Powers now operating in Esthonia, Latvia and 
Lithuania, with a view to preventing any isolated initiative or diver- 
gence of action. 

The Commission may appeal to the personnel of the French Mili- 
tary Mission in Poland if need be, and in accord with General Henrys. 

The Commission, in accord with the Baltic Governments at Reval, 
Riga and Kowno, shall be assured of the cooperation of the local 
authorities if such assistance is deemed necessary. 

The General, President of the Commission, shall determine the 
location of his headquarters in the Baltic Provinces. He shall have 
free use of the telegraphic and radio-telegraphic lines and stations 
for his communication. 


7. 


It is further decided that the Commission shall leave as soon as 
possible and shall commence the labors with which it is entrusted, 
without awaiting the political instructions which may be sent ul- 
teriorly after discussion and approval by the Supreme Council. 
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Aaland Islands, 464 
Adriatic. See under Italy. 
Aerial navigation. See under Aviation. 
Aeronautical commissions of control. 
See under Aviation. 
Africa: 
Conventions to replace General Acts 
of Berlin and Brussels relating 
to Africa, 129, 137-138, 165, 169- 
171 
Former German colonies in East 
Africa, claims of Belgium, 363; 
of Portugal, 341, 363 
Albania: Boundaries, 773-774; evacua- 
tion of Albanian territory by Al- 
lied troops, 77, 306; mandate to 
Italy, Italian interest in, 229, 773-— 
774 
Allenstein and Marienwerder, 261, 607, 
608, 641, 642, 651, 684-686, 697, 698, 
704. 747-749, 755-758, 758, 840, 864, 
942, 943 
Arab nations: 
Boundaries, 205-206 
British engagements with Arabs, 
question of, 206-207; visit of 
Emir Feisal to London, 200-201, 
206 
Military occupation of Syria, Pales- 
tine, and Mesopotamia pending 
decision in regard to mandates, 
Franco-British arrangements re- 
garding, 205-208, 216-217 
Sykes-Picot Agreement, 205, 206, 216, 
217 


Armenia. 
tories. 
Armies of occupation, Allied: 
Bulgaria (Thrace), 37, 56-57, 236, 
263-265, 270, 279, 300, 301, 304, 
308, 754, 760-762 
Danzig, 302, 606-608, 641-642, 650-651, 
684-685, 686, 697-698, 748-749, 
840, 864 
East Prussia (Allenstein and Marien- 
werder), 261, 607, 608, 641, 642, 
651, 684-686, 697, 698, 747-749, 
840, 864, 942, 943 
Germany. See Rhineland: Army of 
occupation. 


See under Turkish terri- 


+ This is primarily a subject index ; no 
attempt has been made (except in a 
few instances) to include names of per- 
sons. Directories of the various delega- 
tions are printed in vol. m1, pp. 1-153. 


Armies of occupation, Allied—Con. 
Klagenfurt, 301, 608 
Memel, 261, 378, 606, 608, 641-642, 

650-651, 684-685, 686, 697-698, 

748-749, 765, 840, 864, 904, 908, 

916-917 

Questions concerning: 
Command of occupation forces, 
786-787, 795-796 
Composition of interallied occupa- 
tion forces: 

Representation of all Allied pow- 
ers: Discussions, general, 
300-305, 378, 544, 604-608, 
642-643, 684-686, 695-698, 
942; France, 301, 750; Great 
Britain, 301, 302, 304, 642, 
684-685, 686; Italy, 301, 684, 
696, 750, 751, 942, 948, 949; 
Japan, 303; United States, 
801, 685, 750, 751-752 

Special commission charged with 
determining composition of 
interallied forces of occupa- 
tion, 642-643, 684-686, 695- 
698 

Costs: German reimbursement of 
costs, 849, 850; transportation 
and maintenance in foreign 
countries of German subjects 
convicted of serious offenses 
against Allied occupation forces 
in Germany, 714, 753, 759-760 

Payment of troops of occupation, 
principle for, 748-749; salaries 
and allowances for administra- 
tive staffs of Danzig and Me- 
mel, 808, 825 

Rhineland. See Rhineland: Army. 
Schleswig, 697, 698, 837, 840, 864 
Silesia, Upper, 17, 125, 232, 240, 301, 

302-804, 605-608, 642, 645, 684, 

696, 697, 698, 748, 749, 750-751, 

770, 832, 840, 864, 942, 943 

Teschen, 197, 300-3805, 512, 642, 697, 

698, 942 

Turkish territories. See Turkish ter- 
ritories: Allied troops. 
Armistice : 
Bulgarian armistice of Sept. 29, 1918, 


760, 762, 883 

Germany. See Germany: Treaty of 
peace: Ratification: Armistice 
violations. 

Turkish armistice of Oct. 30, 1918, 
415, 733 
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966 INDEX 


Asia Minor. Sce Turkish territories: 
Anatolia. 
Austria: 

Coal situation, 22, 278, 297-298, 509, 
525-528; peace treaty provisions 
for supplying of coal to Austria 
by Czechoslovakia and Poland, 
22, 298, 509, 525-528 

Food relief: Organization, at Vienna 
of subcommission of Committee 
for Organization of Reparation 
Commission to study questions 
relating to food relief for Austria, 
508-509, 523-524, 570-571; Su- 
preme Hconomic Council, proce- 
dure for supply of foodstuffs and 
raw materials, 461-462, 472-473 

German-Austrian political relations: 
Use of term “Austrian Republic” 
rather than “German Austria,” 
decision of Council regarding, 13, 
14, 16; violation by new German 
Constitution of German peace 
treaty provisions for recognition 
of Austrian independence, 5-6, 14, 
16-18, 25-26, 38-39, 52-53, 55, 
62-68, 129-180, 138-141, 155-163, 
165-167, 1738-174, 179-181, 183- 
184, 192-194, 209, 210-211, 212, 
308 

Labor. See Treaty: Terms: Labor, 
infra; also Labor: International 
Labor Conference: Admission of 
German and Austrian delegates. 

Merchant shipping in Spanish ports, 
disposition of, 585-536, 545-546 

Political status (see also German- 
Austrian political relations, 

. supra), question of status as new 
or old state, 5, 18-16 

Prisoners of war. See under Treaty: 
Terms, infra. 

Treaty of peace with Allied and As 
sociated Powers: 

Commissions’ concerning: Bound- 
ary delimitation committees, 
440, 454, 648-644, 651, 652, 654— 
655, 655-664; Committee for 
Coordination of Replies to 
Austrian Counterproposals 
(Editing Committee), 3, 13- 
16; Political, Clauses for Eu- 
rope, Committee on, 875-377, 
382-394 

Correspondence between Austrian 
delegation and Allies: 

Sept. 2, Allied reply to Austrian 
ecounterproposals: Diseus- 
sions, 5, 18-16, 19-25; 61-62, 
109; text, draft, 19-24 

Sept. 3, Austrian request for ex- 
tension of time limit for reply 
to Allied note of Sept. 2: Dis- 
cussions, 98, 109; text, 109 


Austria—Continued. 
Treaty of peace with Allied and As- 
sociated Powers—Continued. 
Correspondence between Austrian 
delegation and Allies—Con. 
Sept. 17, Austrian request for in- 
terallied commission to 
maintain order in comitats 
of Western Hungary: Dis- 
cussions, 491; text, 502-503 
Sept. 18, Austrian request for 
immediate coal supply, text, 
297-298 
Languages, 18-19, 27-28 
Publication of certain relevant 
documents, 601 
Signature: Austrian request for 
extension of time for consid- 
eration of Allied reply, 98, 109 ; 
date for signature, 164; Jugo- 
slav delay in signing, 19, 133, 
163-164, 188, 198, 226, 677, 686, 
709-710, 718-720, 734-736, 7438— 
744, 806, 807, 821, 860; Rou- 
manian signature, question of, 
133-187, 152-153, 163, 167, 585, 
806, 807, 821 
Terms, discussions concerning: 
Economie clauses, 21-23, 61, 74— 
75, 385 
Financial clauses, 447 
Frontiers and political clauses: 
Austrian independence, inalien- 
ability of. See German- 
Austrian relations and 
Political status, supra. 
Czechoslovakia, 23, 655 
Hungary: 
Comitats of Western Hun- 
gary assigned to Aus- 
tria, 23, 491, 502-503 
Commissions concerning: 
Boundary delimitation 
commission for Austro- 
Hungarian frontier, pro- 
posed, 440, 454; interal- 
lied military commission 
to investigate acts of 
violence in Western Hun- 
gary by © Hungarian 
troops, appointment (in 
response to Austrian re- 
quest, 491, 502-503 
Italy, 14, 28, 228, 652, 654- 
655 
Jugoslavia: Boundary delimi- 
tation commission, 655; 
Klagenfurt, 301, 608; 
Styria, Marburg, and Rad- 
kersburg, 2-8, 15, 15-16, 23 
Minorities, 23-24 
Roumania : Bukovina, 184-135; 
Roumanian reservation -re- 
garding obligation to con- 
clude. minorities © treaty, 
133-187, 152-158, 163, 167 


INDEX 


Austria—Continued. 
Treaty of peace with Allied and As- 
sociated Powers—Continued. 


Terms, discussions concerning— 
Continued. 
Frontiers and political clauses— 
Continued. 


Switzerland (Vorarlberg), 6-8 
Turkey, decision concerning 
Austrian and German 
banks in, 732-733, 738-739, 
772-173, 781-782 
Labor clauses, 3—4, 23, 28, 187 
League of Nations Covenant, 18— 
19, 24, 27-28 
Military, naval, and air clauses: 
Air clauses, distribution of ma- 
terial among Allies, prin- 
ciple for, 482-433, 443-446 ; 
U. S. reservation, 483, 
444n, 446 


Armistice provisions, mainte- 
nance of, 447 
Control commissions, interal- 


lied: Aeronautical Com- 
mission of Control, 591, 
595-596; command over 
commissions, 795; Military 
Commission of Control, 
591, 593-594; Naval Com- 
mission of Control, 591, 
594-595; organization of 
commissions, 341, 364, 580, 
589-596 
Miscellaneous clauses, provision 
regarding conclusion of spe- 
cial conventions stipulated 
by treaty, 18, 22, 26-27 
Ports, waterways, and railways: 
Free access to sea, provision 
for, 23 
Navigation, distribution of 
Danube shipping, 462-463, 
475, 915, 933-934 
Railways: Construction of Col 
de Reschen and Predil 
Pass railways, 6; transfer 
of railways and distribu- 


tion of rolling stock, 510- 


511, 529-530 
Prisoners of war: 
Repatriation of Austrian and 
Hungarian prisoners in 
Great Britain and Japan, 
- 676-677, 682, 809 
Repatriation of German, Aus- 
trian, and Hungarian pris- 
oners in Siberia, 411-412, 
422-494, 488, 500, 808-810, 
825-826; Commission for, 
411, 422-423, 488, 500, 808- 
810, 825-826 
Reparation, 15, 16, 19-21, 25, 84, 
535-536, 545-546 
Austria-Hungary. See Austria and 
Hungary. 
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Aviation (see also under Germany ; 
also Treaty of peace: Terms: Mili- 
tary, naval, and air wnder Austria, 
Bulgaria, Germany, Hungary, and 
Turkey) : 

Aerial navigation convention: 
Discussions, 178, 187, 235, 409-410, 


421-422 
Language, 187, 235 
Reservations: Cuba, 421; France, 


410; Japan, 410; United States, 
178, 410, 421, 422 
Aeronautical commissions of control. 
See Treaty: Terms: Military, 
ete.: Commissions: Aeronautical 
under Austria and Germany. 
Civil aviation in Germany, 183, 189- 
192, 431, 442, 731-732, 815, 823- 
824 
Distribution of enemy aeronautical 
air material among Allies, pro- 
posed principles to govern, 4382- 
433, 443-446; U. S. reservation, 
433, 444n, 446 


Balkan. states, proposal for voluntary 
emigration in, 101-102, 114, 236, 
243-245 

Baltie countries: 

Blockade. See under Russia; 
under German troops, infra. 
Commissions: 
Commission on Baltie Affairs, 378, 
465, 480-482, 608, 641-642, 650— 
651 
Commission on Evacuation of Bal- 
tic Provinces. See under Ger- 
man troops, infra. 
Communism, 204, 218, 258, 259, 261 
Esthonia, question of Allied recogni- 
tion of de facto government, 204, 
788, 790 
German troops, efforts of ,Supreme 
Council to secure evacuation in 
accordance with Armistice terms: 
Blockade and other means of eco- 
nomie pressure, 211, 212, 221, 
233-234, 234, 258, 260, 263, 268, 
842-345, 365, 409, 419, 420, 460— 
461, 472, 506, 518-519, 645, 710, 
736, 744, 765, 775, 776, 791, 903, 
915, 934, 943-944, 950-951 
Commission on Evacuation of Bal- 
tie Provinces, 212, 219-220, 222, 
417-418, 505-506, "519, 587, 547, 
640-641, 695, 765, 787-794, 796- 
800, 804, 805, 838-839, 903, 904, 
916, 955-957, 961-963 
Discussions, general, 204-205, 209, 
911-213, 218-222, 231-234, 240, 
241, 256-263, 267-268, 342-345, 
364-365, 878, 406-409, 416-420, 
460-461, 472, 487, 494, 505-506, 
517-519, 536-537, 538, 546-548, 
640-641, 645, 693-694, 695, 710, 


also 
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Baltic countries—Continued. 

German troops—Continued, 
Discussions, general—Continued. 
736, 744, 765, 775, 776, 787-794, 
796-800, 803, 804, 805, 812, 830, 
8388-839, 848n, 849n, 850, 865, 
866-867, 908, 904, 915, 916, 934, 
948-944, 950-951, 955-957, 961- 
963 


Military force, proposals for: 
Occupation of Memel, 765 
Use of Polish troops, proposed, 
211-218, 218-222, 231-234, 
240, 257-258, 260, 262, 342, 
487, 494, 645; U. S. objec. 
tion, 231-233, 240 
Retention of prisoners of war as a 
means of coercion, proposed, 
212, 233-234, 263, 268, 343-345, 
408 ; 
Latvia: Question of Allied recogni- 
tion of de facto government, 788, 
790; request for Allied assistance 
in fight against German and Bol- 
shevik forces, 878, 902-904 
Lithuania: Forced landing of Ger- 
man airplane at Koyno, 731-732; 
question of Allied recognition of 
de facto government, 788, 790; 
relations with Germany, 221; re- 
quest for Allied permission to 
receive supply of oil from Ger- 
many, 460-461, 472 
Railway system, 944 
Russo-German troops, 257, 258-259, 
790, 793, 797, 798, 812, 956, 962 
Banat, 441, 5389-540 
Belgium (see also under Germany: 
Treaty: Terms: Boundaries): 
Blockade, request for permission 
for transportation on Baltic of 
wood destined for Belgium, 943-— 
944, 950-951; claims to former 
German colonies in Hast Africa, 
363 
Berlin and Brussels, proposed conven- 
tions to replace General Acts of, 
129, 137-138, 165, 169-171 
Bessarabia, 117-118, 1386, 187, 542, 578— 
579,, 587-590, 838; protest of Bes- 
sarabian delegation against holding 
of elections in Bessarabia by Rou- 
manian Government, 542, 578-579, 
587-589 
Blockade. See under Baltic countries: 
German troops; Belgium; Ger- 
many; Russia. 
Bolshevism. See Communism. 
Brest-Litovsk, treaty of 1918, 871 
Brussels conventions concerning eco- 
nomic assistance to Germany, 324, 
381, 412-418, 814, 849n, 866, 914 
Bucharest, treaty of 1913, 82-83, 93-94, 
131-132 
Bukovina, 117, 184, 185, 136 


INDEX 


Bulgaria: 


Armistice of Sept. 29, 1918, 760, 762, 
883 


Army of occupation, 56-57, 286, 263— 
265, 270, 279, 800, 801, 304, 308, 
754, 760-762 

Frontiers: 

Greece, conflict over Thrace: 

Access to sea for Bulgaria, 37, 

56, 57, 64, 65-67, 124, 126-127, 
872, 882, 884, 902; draft 
clause, 126-127 

Discussions, general, 35-37, 48- 

51, 55-57, 63-67, 235-236, 
242-243, 263-265, 270, 279, 
300, 301, 304, 808, 754, 760- 
762, 856, 870, 872, 874, 877- 
878, 883-884, 901-902 
Guarantee by Bulgaria to recog- 
nize future frontier settle- 
ments by Allied powers, 124, 
126-127 
Military occupation of Thrace, 37, 
56-57, 236, 263-265, 270, 279, 
300, 301, 304, 308, 754, 760- 
762; Allied demand for evac- 
uation of Western Thrace by 
Bulgarian troops, and Bul- 
garian protest, 236, 263, 265, 
754, 760-762 
Jugoslavia (Tsaribrod and Bossili- 
grad), 837-838, 856-861, 870- 
872, 874, 883-884, 901-902 
Roumania (Dobrudja), 57, 83-84, 
116-118, 125, 837-838, 856-861, 
870-872, 874, 883-884, 901-902 

Labor conference, question of admis- 
sion of Bulgarian delegates, 876 

Prisoners of war, 252, 876, 888 

Treaty of peace with Allied and As- 
sociated Powers: 

Correspondence between Bulgarian 
delegation and Allies: 

Oct. 7, Bulgarian request for ex- 
tension of time limit for pre- 
senting observations on 
treaty, discussion and text, 
535, 545 
12 and 21, Bulgarian protests 
against evacuation of West- 
ern Thrace and replacement 
by Greek troops, discussion 
and texts, 754, 760-762 

Nov. 3, Allied reply to Bulgarian 
observations and counterpro- 
posals of Oct. 24: Discus- 
sions, 116-117, 754, 764, 805- 
807, 821-822, 855-861, 870- 
872, 874-878, 913; text, draft, 
880-902 

Greek, Roumanian, and Jugoslav 
observations, 82-83, 188, 203, 
235, 236-240, 242-953 

Presentation to Bulgarian delega- 
tion, arrangements, 179, 188, 
201, 202-208, 240, 265-266 
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Bulgaria—Continued. 
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Colonies. See under Germany. 


Treaty of peace with Allied and As- | Commissions, committees, ete. (see also 


sociated Powers—Continued. 
Protocol, proposed, 945 
Signature, questions concerning, 
210, 806, 807, 860, 918-914 
Terms, discussions concerning: 
Economie clauses, 82-83, 93-94, 
239-240, 251-258, 874, 878, 
881, 895-900 
Financial clauses, 84, 94-95, 876, 
881, 892-895 
Frontiers and political clauses 
(see also Frontiers, supra) : 
Greek proposals regarding 
ceded territory, 84, 94-95; 
protection of minorities and 
voluntary emigration, 101— 
102, 114, 236-237, 243-246, 
805-807, 821-822, 874, 881, 
884-885 


Labor, 876-877, 877, 881, 901 

League of Nations Covenant, 874, 
881, 883 

Military, naval, and air clauses: 
Air clauses, distribution of ma- 
terial among Allies, pro- 
posed principles to govern, 
432-433, 443-446; U. S. res- 

ervation, 433, 444n, 446 
Control commissions, command 


over, 795 

Reply of Allies to Bulgarian 
observations concerning, 
874, 875-876, 877, 881, 
885-887 


Penalties, 876, 888-889, 945 

Ports, waterways, and railways, 
discussions and reports, 64, 
65-67, 84, 94-95, 876, 900-901, 
934 

Prisoners of war, 252, 876, 888 

Reparation, 238-239, 246-250, 742, 
876, 881-882, 889-891; Bul- 


garian responsibility for, 
881-882, 889 
China, 27-28 


Clerk, Sir George. See Hungary: Mis- 
sions of Sir George Clerk. 

Coal question (see also Czechoslovakia : 
Frontiers: Poland; and Germany: 
Eastern frontiers: Upper Silesia) : 

Austria, coal situation, 22, 278, 297- 
298, 509, 525-528; peace treaty 
provisions for supplying of coal 
to Austria by Czechoslovakia and 
Poland, 22, 298, 509, 525-528 

Commissions: Commission of officers 
for Upper Silesia to insure normal 
output of coal, 55, 509-510, 528; 
European Coal Commission, 509- 
511, 525-528, 529-530, 734 

Jugoslavia : Bulgarian deliveries, pro- 
posed, 742 ; request for permission 
to exploit Pecs (Petchoui) coal 
mines, 733-734, 741-743 


Councils) : 
Aeronautical commissions of control, 
interallied. See Treaty: Terms: 


Military, ete.: Commissions: 
Aeronautical wnder Austria and 
Germany. 


Austria, commissions concerning. See 
Austria: Treaty of peace: Com- 
missions. 

Baltic commissions. See Baltic coun- 
tries: Commissions. 

Blockade Committee, Eastern, 8 

Boundary delimitation committees. 
See Treaty. of peace: Commis- 
sions: Boundary under Austria 
and Germany. 

Central Territorial Committee, work 
on Austrian peace treaty, 7; on 
Bulgarian peace treaty, 37, 55- 
56, 63-67, 235, 264, 279, 300, 308, 
764, 837-838, 856-861, 870-872, 
874-878 


Coal. See Coal question: Commis- 
sions. 

Control commissions, See Treaty: 
Terms: Military, ete.: Control 


commissions wnder Austria, Bul- 
garia, and Germany. 
Czechoslovak Affairs, Commission 
on, 80-81, 87-93, 174-175, 184— 
185, 194-198, 300, 305, 326, 327, 
769, 777-179 
Danube, European Commission of, 
758, 915, 9382-934, 944-945, 952 
Drafting Committee, work on— 
Aerial navigation convention, 409— 
410, 421-422 
Austrian peace treaty, 18, 19, 26— 
27, 28, 61-62, 135 
Blockade of Soviet Russia, 348, 
439, 452 
Bulgarian peace treaty, 82-83, 93- 
94, 102, 237, 822, 945; protocol, 
945 
Conventions replacing General Acts 
of Berlin and Brussels, 129, 
137-138, 170 
German peace treaty, 6, 16, 17, 25— 
26, 155-163, 174, 647, 688-692, 
694, 702-706, 707, 714-716, 726— 
727, 772-173, 781-782, 805, 830— 
833, 856, 946 
Hungarian peace treaty, 61, 74-75, 
411, 440, 454, 581, 687-688, 699- 
702 
Polish treaty, 350-351, 690, 706 
Various other questions, 300, 340, 
345, 386, 407, 409, 418-419, 714, 
724-726, 733, 753, 914, 915, 980— 
981, 944-945, 952 
Eeonomie Commission. 
Economie questions. 


See under 
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Commissions; committees, ete.—Con. | 

Execution of Clauses of ‘Treaty of 
Peace with Germany, Commis- 
sion on. See Germany; Treaty of 

peace: Commissions; Execution. 

_ Financial Commission, 84, 94-95, 405, 

732-733, 788-739, 772-7738, 781- 

782 

Fiume, Commission of Inquiry for, 8 

Germany,. commissions _.concerning. 
See Germany: Treaty of. peace: 

Commissions. . 

“Labor Legislation, International, 

Commission on, 3837-839, 351, 

489-490, 501-502, 611, 636-637 ' 

~ Mandates, Colonial, Commission on, 

avers, 363 
Naval Armistice Commission, Inter- 
allied, 824, 340, 375, 382, 405, 406, 
« 414, ‘414-415, 416, 449, 634, 635, 
' 689, 640, 649-650, 710, 716, 736, 
(64, TT4-7175, 915, 934-944 

‘New States, Committee on, 101-102, 
'133,° 164, 168-169, ' 286-237, 244— 
245, 805-807, 821-822, 9138, 921- 
1929: 

Plebiscite commissions : 

BG Sin: See Germany : eeaty of 
peace: Commissions: Plebi- 

seite. : 

Teschen -plebiscite commission, 197, 

aoleeiine800, 805, 308-311; 343-3814, 326- 

SQL .G7327,) 511-512, 769,-97%7-779, 942- 

7 : 943 5 } L 7 

Polish Affairs, Commission on}\81, 87- 

93, 194+198, 270, 280-297, 300, 349, 
350; 351; 367, 370-373, 582, 608, 
610-611,,, 635, 641-642, 650-651, 
69-170, 777-779, 808, $24-825 

Political Clauses.for Europe (Aus- 
trian peace treaty),,.Commission 
on, 875-877, 882-394. - 

Ports;-waterways, and railways., See 
Ports, etc.: Commissions. 

Prisoners .of war, commissions , con- 

cerning. ._See,under Prisoners of 
war. 

Reparation. 

(1 missions. 

Reyision of General Acts of Berlin 
and Brussels, Commiss ion for, 

137, 165, 169-171 

~ Rhine Commission, Central, 485, 758 

Rhineland: See Rhineland : Comumis- 
sions. 

Smyrna, Commision: of Tquiry for. 
See . Turkish: territories: Ana- 
tolia : Smyrna, 

PO beree. Commission ony 340-341, 
851-354 > © “{ 

‘Teschen, commissions, concerning. 
See under: Czechoslovakia: Fron- 
tiers; Poland, ; 

Transportation Commission, Interal- 

, lied; suppression.of, 908,.917-918 


See Reparation: Com- 


Control commissions. 


Conventions. See 


Cuba, 


INDEX 


Communism: 


Baltic countries, 204, 218, 258, 259, 261 

Czechoslovak troops in: Siberia, 307 

Hungary. «See Hungary : Bolshevism. 

Poland, 372, :711 

Roumania (Bessarabia), 578 

Russian communism, ‘Allied efforts to 
combat. See Blockade and Mili- 
tary situation er Russia. 


Conferences: 


Danube, jaterniiMohny Conference on, 
915, 932-938, 944-945, 952 
Labor. See Labor: International La- 
bor Conference. 
See Treaty: 
' Perms: Military,’ etc.: Control com- 
mnissions wader Austria, Bulgaria, 
and Germany. 
Treaties, conven- 
tions, ete. ; 


Councils: 


Foreign Ministers, Council of, 280, 
480-481 


. Heads _of . Delegations, Council of. 


See Heads of Delegations. 
Maritime Transport Executive, Inter- 
allied, 307, 324, 375,.381, 403, 404, 
413, 414 
Supreme Economic Council: Allot- 
ment of rolling stock found in 
Hungary, 7980, 85-86; arbitra- 
tion of Danube: shipping, recom- 
mendation for, 462-463, 475; de- 
livery to Allies of German oil 
tank ships, questions concerning, 
324-826, 339-340, 374-375, 381- 
382, 403, 418-415); report on Euro- 
pean economic situation, 462, 
473-474; supply of foodstuffs and 
raw materials to Germany and 
Jest 342, 365, 407, 419, 461- 
462, — U.S: nonrepresen- 
— ‘B25, 487, 461, 462 
Supr eme’ War Council : Reorgani- 
zation of Couneil ‘to supervise 
execution of German military 
clauses, proposed, 784-787, '795- 
7965 termination of: Interallied 
Transport Commission; 908, 917—- 
‘918 
"reservation concerning ‘aerial 
navigation convention, 421 


Czechoslovakia (see also New states): 


Commission on Czechoslovak Affairs, 
80-81, 87-93, 174-175, 184-185, 
194-198, 300, 305, 326, 327, 769, 
T(7T-T79 

Free zones in Hamburg and Stettin, 
proposed delimitation, | 759 

Frontiers: ; 

Austria, 23, 655 

Germany (Ratibor), Bouldary de- 
limitation ‘commission, 653, 
690, 704, 758 | 


INDEX 


Czechoslovakia—Continued. 
Frontiers—Continued. 
Poland (Tesehen, 
Orava): 
Commissions: Czechoslovak and 
Polish Committees, reports, 
80-81, 87-93, 174-175, 194- 
198, 800, 305, 326, 327, 769, 
777-7179 ; Interallied Commis- 
sion for Organization of 
Plebiscite in Teschen, Spisz, 
and Orava, 197, 300, 305, 808- 
311, 318-814, 3826-327, 511- 
512, 769, 777-779, 942-943; 
Permanent Interallied Tes- 
chen Commission, 81, 88, 89, 
176, 195, 305, 326-327 
Discussions and reports, 80-82, 
86, 87-98, 102-106, 118-124, 


Spisz, and 


174-179, 184-185, 194-198, 
800-805, 308-315, 326-827, 
412 


Plebiscite, proposed, 176, 184-185, 
195-196, 197-198, 300-305, 
808-815, 412, 511-512, 642, 
697, 698, 769, 777-779, 942, 
943; army of occupation for, 
197, 300-805, 512, 642, 697, 
698, 942 

German peace treaty, ratification by 
Czechoslovakia, 690 
Reparation Commission, Czechoslo- 
vak participation, 602 
Repatriation of Czechoslovak troops 

in Siberia, 307-308, 378, 411, 412, 

488-489, 500, 717-718, 729-730, 

808-810, 825-828 

Treaties: 
Treaty with Allied and Associated 
Powers concerning minorities, 

10 
Treaty with new states concerning 
reciprocal relations in trans- 
ferred territories of former 
Austro-Hungarian monarchy, 
875-377, 382-394; draft text, 
387-394 


Danube: Austrian peace treaty provi- 
sions, 462-463, 475, 915, 933-934; 
European Commission of Danube, 
758, 915, 982-984, 944-945, 952; Ger- 
man peace treaty provisions, 758, 
915, 932-934, 944-945, 952; Inter- 
national Conference on, 915, 932- 
938, 944-945, 952 

Danzig. See under Germany: Eastern 
frontiers. 

Denmark (see also Germany: Treaty: 
Boundaries: Schleswig), interests 
in Spitzbergen, 340-341, 351-363 

Diplomatic relations between Allies and 
Germany, proposed resumption of, 
767-769, 776 
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Dobrudja, 57, 88-84, 116-118, 125, 837- 
838, 856-861, 870-872, 874, 888-884, 
901-902 

Drafting Committee. 
missions. 


See wnder Com- 


Heonomie questions: 
Austrian peace treaty provisions, 
21-28, 61, 74-75, 385 
Bulgarian peace treaty provisions, 
82-88, 93-94, 239-240, 251-253, 
874, 878, 881, 895-900 

Coal. See Coal question. 

Economic Commission, work on— 
Austrian peace treaty, 61, 74-75 
Bulgarian peace treaty, 239, 252-253 
Hungarian peace treaty, 733 
Jugoslav request for permission to 

exploit Pecs (Petchoui) coal 
mines, 733-734 
Hungarian peace treaty, 61, 74-75, 
733, 740 
Supreme Economic Council. 
der Councils. 
Esthonia. See under Baltic countries. 
Hupen and Malmedy, 879-380, 397-400, 
6538, 704, 758 


See un- 


Financial questions (see also Treaty 
of peace: Terms: Financial under 
Austria, Bulgaria, and Germany) : 

Army of occupation costs. See Armies 
of occupation: Questions: Costs. 

Boundary delimitation commission ex- 
penses, 643-644, 659-661 

Control commissions, costs: Austrian, 
592-598; German, 315-322, 327- 
ri 511, 530-531, 582, 716-717, 
wv 

Financial Commission, 84, 94-95, 405, 
aeateeee 738-739, 772-773, 7T81— 
G82 

German Armistice financial provi- 
sions, unexecuted, 802, 819-820 

Governing commission expenses, Dan- 

zig and Memel, 759, 808, 825 

purchases by Germany from 

Standard Oil Co., financing of, 

404-405 

Prisoners of war, Russian, in Ger- 
many, 507-508, 519-523, 548-549, 
579-580, 678 

Turkey, Allied decision regarding 
German and Austro-Hungarian 
banks in, 732-733, 738-739, 772- 
778, T81-782 

Winland: Frontiers with Russia (Kare- 
lia and Petchenga), 465, 480-482 ; 
International Labor Conference, 
question of admission of Finland, 
489-490, 501-502; Spitzbergen, in- 
terest in, 340-341, 351-363 

Fiume. See under Italy: Adriatic. 

Foch, Marshal, desire to relinquish posi- 

tion of Commander in Chief of Al- 

lied Forces, 784-787, 795-796 


Oil 
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Food relief. See under Austria, Ger- 
many, and Hungary. 

Foreign Ministers, Council of, 280, 480- 
481 


France: 

Aerial navigation convention, reser- 
vation, 410 

German peace treaty, appointment of 
representative for Coordinating 
Committee, 694 

Italy, French action in accordance 
with report of Interallied Com- 
mission of Inquiry for Fiume, 8 

Labor, views on admission of Austrian 
and German delegates to Inter- 
national Labor Conference, 4-5 

Roumania, relations with, 59-60, 78, 
188, 227 

Troops: Albania, 77; Armenia, 5, 10- 
11, 37, 204, 205, 207, 217; Syria, 
Mesopotamia, and _ Palestine, 
Franco - British arrangements 
concerning military occupation, 
205-208, 216-217; Thrace, 37, 56—- 
57, 304; Upper Silesia, 301, 750, 
942 


Galicia. See under Poland: Frontiers. 
Georgia, 766 
Germany: 

Armistice violations. See under 
Treaty: Ratification, infra. 
Army of occupation, Allied. See 

Rhineland; Army. 
Austria, relations with. See Austria: 
German-Austrian relations. 
Aviation, civil, 183, 189-192, 431, 442, 
731-732, 815, 823-824 
Baltic countries, efforts of Supreme 
Council to secure evacuation of 
German troops in accordance 
with Armistice provisions. See 
Baltic countries: German troops. 
Blockade (see also under Baltic coun- 
tries: German troops), 715, 727 
Colonies: Claims of Belgium and Por- 
tugal concerning former German 
colonies in Hast Africa, 341, 363; 
committee for execution of peace 
treaty clauses, 517, 704, 759 
Constitution, new, violation of Ger- 
man peace treaty provisions, 5-6, 
14, 16-18, 25-26, 38-89, 52-53, 55, 
62-63, 129-130, 188-141, 155-163, 
165-167, 173-174, 179-181, 183- 
ee 192-194, 209, 210-211, 212, 
308 
Customs, 619-620 
Diplomatic representation of Allied 
and Associated Powers in Ger- 
many, proposed resumption, 767— 
769, 776 
Hastern frontiers: 
Danzig: Boundary delimitation 
commission, 641, 652, 654, 704, 
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Eastern frontiers—Continued. 

Danzig—Continued. 
749-750, 758; German naval 
material, 879; High Commis- 
sioner, 641, 651, 703-704, 704, 
713, 748, 759; League of Na- 
tions, measures to be taken 
immediately upon entry into 
force of German peace treaty, 
647-648, 703-704, 713; military 
and naval measures for occu- 
pation of Danzig and Memel, 
261, 302, 378, 606-608, 641-642, 
650-651, 684-685, 686, 697-698, 
748-749, 765, 840, 864, 904, 908, 
916-917; Polish views on dis- 
position of, 331; temporary 
administrator, 641, 642, 651, 
759, 808, 825; transfer of Ger- 
man property, 397; treaty be- 
tween Free City of Danzig and 
Poland, proposed, 610-611, 635 

Memel: Administration, 647-648, 
704, 752, 759, 808, 825; Allied 
refusal to discuss with Ger- 
many fate of, 649, 668; desire 
of provisional government to 
Send representatives to Paris, 
955, 961; military and naval 
measures for occupation of 
Danzig and Memel, 261, 302, 
378, 606-608, 641-642, 650-651, 
684-685, 686, 697-698, 748, 749, 
765, 840, 864, 904, 908, 916-917 

Poland (see also Upper Silesia, 
infra): Boundary  delimita- 
tion commission, 653-654, 704, 
749-750, 758; German-Polish 
negotiations, 948; transfer of 
nates property, 378-379, 395-— 

7 


Upper Silesia: 

German-Polish conflict over coal 
mines, Allied efforts to con- 
trol (see also Plebiscite, 
infra) : Commission of. offi- 
cers to insure normal output 
of coal, 55, 509-510, 528; dis- 
cussions and reports, 17, 55, 
116, 124-125, 209, 210, 220- 
221, 231-232, 240, 327, 509- 
510, 528, 645, 769-770, 779- 
780, 808, 824-825, 840 

Plebiscite: Army of occupation 
for, 17, 125, +232, 240, 301, 
302-304, 605-608, 642, 645, 
684, 696, 697, 698, 748, 749, 
750-751, 770, 832, 840, 864, 
942, 943; commission, 303- 
304, 327, 528, 704, 747-749, 
755-758, 758, 770, 824-825, 
840, 942-948; Polish views 
Loe interests, 88, 176, 197, 
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Food relief, procedure of Supreme 
Economic Council for supply of 
foodstuffs and raw materials to 
Germany and Austria, 342, 365, 
407, 419, 461-462, 472-473 

Labor Conference, participation in. 
See Labor: International Labor 
Conference; Admission of Ger- 
man and Austrian delegates. 

Merchant fleet: 

Baltic blockade questions. See 
Baltic countries: German 
troops: Blockade. 

Delay in German surrender of cer- 
tain ships, 775, 817-819, 831, 
849n, 866, 874 

Repatriation of Czechoslovak 
troops in Siberia, possible use 
of German ships for, 307 

Ships in Spanish ports, question of 
disposition of, 585-586, 545-546 

Ships transferred to Dutch naviga- 
tion companies during war, and 
Allied demand for German de- 
livery of, 430, 609-610, 634-635, 
639-640, 649-650, 804, 818, 831, 
914, 929-931, 944, 951-952 

Tankers, U. S. claims on behalf of 
Standard Oil Co., and contro- 
versy with France and Great 
Britain concerning temporary 
allocation, 323-326, 339-340, 
374-875, 381-382, 4038-406, 412- 
415, 765, 818, 831, 849n, 851— 
852, 874, 958 

Turkish ports, question of author- 
ization for German ships to 
enter, 406, 415-416 

Prisoners of war: 

German prisoners in Allied hands, 
repatriation : 

Allied declaration of Aug. 28, 


cited, 344 
Commissions: Commission to be 
established under peace 


treaty, 704, 758, 810; Re- 
patriation of Prisoners of 
War, Commission for, 37-88, 
51-52, 411, 488; Repatriation 
of German, Austrian, and 
Hungarian Prisoners of War 
in Siberia, Special Commis- 
sion for, 411-412, 422-424, 
488, 500, 808-810, 825-826 
Discussions, general, 37-38, 51- 
52, 212, 233-234, 263, 268, 343- 
345, 408, 411-412, 416, 424— 
425, 488-489, 500, 677, 715, 
727, 808-810, 825-826 
Retention by Allies in effort to 
secure execution of unful- 
filled Armistice provisions, 
proposed, 212, 233-234, 263, 
268, 343-345, 408, 715, 727 
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Prisoners of war—Continued. 

Polish prisoners and _ interned 
civilians in Germany, repatria- 
tion, 424-425 

Russian prisoners in Germany. See 
under Russia: Prisoners. 

Protocols. See under Treaty of peace, 
infra. 

Railways: Curtailment of service, 
proposed, 936, 946; reopening of 
commercial traffic on railways 
crossing German-Polish frontiers, 
915, 981-932; Rhineland railways 
administration, 625-627, 631-633 

Rhine. See Rhine. 

Rhineland. See Rhineland, 

Scapa Flow incident, violation of Ar- 
mistice and reparation de- 
manded, 324, 803, 803-804, 804- 
805, 819, 830, 834-837, 841-844, 
849n, 850, 852-853, 866, 867, 878- 
880, 905-906 

Treaty of peace with Allied and As- 
sociated Powers: 

Commissions and committees con- 
cerning execution : 

Boundary delimitation commis- 
sions: Belgo-German bound- 
ary, 653, 704, 758; Czechoslo- 
vak-German boundary, 653, 
690, 704, 758; Danzig, 641, 
652, 654, 704, 749-750, 
758; organization, instruc- 
tions, membership, costs, etc., 
643-644, 651-664, 665, 689, 
690-692, 696, 703-704, T06- 
707, 749-753, 758, 840, 864, 
948-949; Polish-German 
boundary, 653-654, 704, 749- 
750, 758; Saar Basin, 652, 
653, 708, 713-714, 759, 954- 
955; Schleswig, 654, 758 

Colonial clauses, commission for 
execution of, 517, 704, 759 


Control commissions. See wnder 
Treaty: Terms: Military, 
ete., infra. 


Coordinating Committee to deal 
with interpretation and exe- 
cution of treaty, 694, 732, 786 

Diplomatic relations, committee 
to study resumption of, 767, 


769 
Execution of Treaty Clauses, 
Commission on, 378-380, 


395-397, 399-400, 644, 645, 
645-646, 649, 651-655, 689, 
693, 695, 747-753, 755-758 

Heligoland fortifications, com- 
mission for destruction of, 
704, 758 

Mixed arbitral tribunal, 759 

Plebiscite and governing com- 
missions: Allenstein and 
Marienwerder, 607, 704, T47- 
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Treaty of peace with Allied and As- 
sociated Powers—Continued. 
Commissions and committees con- 


Germany—Continued. 
Treaty of peace with Allied and As- 
sociated Powers—Continued. 
Correspondence between German 


cerning execution—Continued. 

Plebiscite and governing com- 

missions—Continued. 
749, 840, 864, 942, 943; Dan- 
zig, administration, 641, 642, 
651, 703-704, 704, 713, 748, 
759, 808, 825; Memel, admin- 
istration, 647-648, 704, 752, 
759; organization, member- 
ship, costs, etc., 685-686, 689, 
' 690-692, 694-695, 696, 703— 
704, 706-707, 747-753, 754- 
755, 755-758, 758, 773, 941- 
948, 948-949; Saar Basin, 
647-648, 703, 713, 759, 840, 
864, 959; Schleswig, 704, 758, 
804, 864; Silesia, Upper, 303- 
304, 327, 528, 704, 747-749, 
755-758, 758, T7T0, 824-825, 
840, 864, 942-9438 

Ports, waterways, and railways 
commissions. See Danube 
and River commissions under 
Treaty: Terms: Ports, etce., 
infra. 

Prisoners of war. See Prisoners: 
German: Commissions, 
supra. 

Reparation Commission. See un- 
der Reparation: Commis- 
sions. 

Rhineland High Commission, In- 
terallied. See wnder Rhine- 
land : Commissions. 

Supreme War Council, proposed 
reorganization to supervise 
execution of military clauses, 
784-785, 795-796 

Tribunal for trial of Wilhelm II, 
759 

Turkish gold in Reichsbank, com- 
mittee to receive, 759 

U. S: participation, question of, 
97, 305, 328, 690-692, 694, T06— 
707, 712-718, 749, 942-943, 


Correspondence between German 


delegation and Allies: 

Aug. 1 and 5, German complaints 
against Belgian activities in 
Hupen and Malmedy, texts, 
397-399 

Aug. 7, five German notes regard- 
ing interallied occupation 
and administration of Rhine- 
land, texts, 612-627 

Aug. 11, German request for ad- 
vance dispatch of Allied com- 
missions of control, cited, 107 

Sept. 2, Allied demand for repeal 
of art. 61 of new German 
Constitution : Discussions, 
17-18, 26, 38-89, 55; texts, 
draft, 52-53, 62-63 


delegation and Allies—Con. 

Sept. 5; German reply to Allied 
-note of Sept. 2, text, 188-140 

Sept. 8, German note to Armistice 
Commission regarding sale of 
aeronautical material, text, 
815-816 

Sept. 11, Allied reply to German 
note of Sept. 5: Discussions, 
129-130, 155-168, 173-174, 
183-184 ; German acceptance, 
308; texts, draft, 140-141, 
165-167, 179-181, 192-194 

Sept. 26, Allied reply to German 
notes of Awg. 1 and 5 con- 
cerning Eupen and Malmedy: 
Discussions, 379-380; text, 
399-400 

Sept. 27, Allied demand for Ger- 
Man evacuation of Baltic 
countries: 

Discussions, 231-234, 256-268, 
343-345, 378, 406-409 

Texts: Draft, 241, 267-268, 8364— 
365, 418-419; final, 419-420 

Oct. 83, German proposal for mixed 
commission to supervise Ger- 
man evacuation of Baltic 
countries, text, 517-519 

Oct. 10, Allied reply to German 
proposal of Oct. 3 regarding 
Baltic evacuation: Discus- 
sions, 505-506, 536-537; Ger- 
man reply, cited, 695; text, 
draft, 546-548 

Oct. 12, German note to Aeronau- 
tical Commission regarding 
sale of aeronautical material, 
text, 816-817; question of 
sending Allied reply, 852, 
856-858, 880 

Oct. 14, Allied reply to five Ger- 
man notes of Awg. 7 regard- 
ing interallied occupation 
and administration of Rhine- 
land: Discussions, 608-609; 
text, draft, 627-634 

Oct. 15, Allied demand for deliv- 
ery of German ships trans- 
ferred to Dutch navigation 
companies during war: Dis- 
cussions, 610, 639-640, 818; 
text, dratt, 649-650 

Oct. 15, Allied refusal to accede 
to ‘German request for dis- 
cussions concerning future of 
Memel, son Sain and draft 
text, 649, 

OCT Se erties request regard- 
ing administration of Baltic 
blockade, discussions and 
text, 736, 744 


INDEX 975 


Germany—Continued. 


Germany—Continued. 
Treaty of: peace with Allied and As- 


Treaty of peace with Allied and As- 





sociated Powers—Continued. 
Correspondence between German 
delegation and Allies—Con. 

Oct. 28, German notification of 
dispatch of troops to main- 
tain order in Flensburg: Dis- 

: cussions, 770-772 ; text, 781 

Oct. 27, Allied note regarding 
Baltic blockade: Discussions, 
736, 765; text, 776 

Oct. 27, German request to Repa- 
ration Commission for per- 
mission to transport potatoes 
from Denmark via German 
ships in Baltic, discussions 
and text, 915, 984 

Oct. 30, Allied note concerning 
German plans to hold munici- 
pal elections in Silesia: Dis- 
cussions, 770, 808 ; text, draft, 
824-825 

Nov. 1, Allied note regarding rati- 
fication and entry into force 
of treaty: Discussions, 686, 
696, 752-753, 830-833, 847; 
texts, draft, 839-841, 863-865 

League of Nations Council, convo- 
eation upon entry into force of 
treaty. See League: Council. 

Negotiations between German dele- 
gation and— 

Poland, proposed, 943 

Supreme Council (see also Cor- 
respondence, supra), 108, 667, 
690, 706-707, 832, 833, 847, 
865, 941-948, 948-949 

Protocols: 

Deposit of ratifications, 689-690, 
704-705, 945-946; draft text, 
704-705 

Unexecuted Armistice clauses: 

Discussions, 803-805, 830-833, 
847-855, 874, 878-880, 905- 


906 
Text: Draft, 8487-849n; final, 
865-868 
Publication of certain documents 
connected with treaty, ques- 
tion of, 380-381, 401, 410-411 
Ratification and execution of 
treaty : 

Armistice violations and ques- 
tion of enforcement of un- 
fulfilled Armistice, clauses 
after coming into force of 
treaty (see also Baltic coun- 
tries: German troops; also 
Scapa Flow incident, supra), 
645-646, 692-694, 714-716, 
726-727, 752, 764, 773-775, 
802-805, 811-820, 830-833, 
847-855, 865-868, 874, 878 
880, 905-906 ; protocol for un- 











sociated Powers—Continued. 
Ratification and execution of 
treaty—Continued. 

Armistice. violations—Continued. 
executed Armistice clauses, 
808-805, 830-833, 847-855, 
865-868, 874, 878-880, 905- 
906 

Communication to Supreme 
Gouncil from British dele- 
gates to International Labor 
Conference urging immediate 
ratification, 787, 796 

Questions concerning ratifica- 
tion by— 

Czechoslovakia, 690 

France, 161 

Italy; 97, 161, 214 

Japan, 945-946 

United States, 685, 708, 749, 
750, 751-752 

Terms, discussions concerning: 

Boundaries and political clauses 
for. Hurope: 

Austrian independence, en- 
dangerment of. See Aus- 
tria: German-Austrian re- 
lations. 

Belgium: Boundary delimita- 
tion commission, 653, 704, 
758; Eupen and Malmedy, 
879-880, 897-400 

Czechoslovakia (Ratibor), 
boundary delimitation 
commission, 653, 690, 704, 
758 

Danzig. See wnder Eastern 
frontiers, Supra. 

East Prussia (Allenstein and 
Marienwerder), plebiscite 
arrangements: Army of 
occupation, 261, 607, 608, 
641, 642, 651, 684-685, 686, 
697, 698, 747-749, 758, 942, 
948; plebiscite commission, 
607, 704, 747-749, 755-758, 
840, 864. 942, 943 

Heligoland fortifications, com- 
mission for destruction of, 
704, 758 

Memel. See under Eastern 
frontiers, supra. 

Poland. See under Eastern 
frontiers, supra. 

Saar Basin: Boundary delimi- 
tation commission, 652, 
653, 708, 713-714, 759, 954— 
955; governing commis- 
sion, 647-648, 703, 713, 759, 
840, 864, 959 

Schleswig: 

Boundary delimitation com- 
mission, 654, 758 
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Germany—Continued. 
Treaty of peace with Allied and As- 
sociated Powers—Continued. 
Terms—Continued. 
Boundaries, ete.—Continued. 
Schleswig—Continued. 
Plebiscite: Army of occupa- 
tion, 697, 698, 837, 840, 
864; commission, 704, 
758, 840, 864; German 
activities in Schleswig, 
and question of Allied 
dispatch of naval ves- 
sels, 770-772, 837, 844 
Financial clauses, arrangements 
for negotiations regarding 
transfer to Poland of Ger- 
man state property in ceded 
territory, 378-879, 395-397; 
Turkish gold in Reichsbank, 
759 


German rights and interests out- 
side Germany (see also Col- 
onies, supra), decision re- 
garding German and Austro- 
Hungarian banks in Turkey, 
732-738, 738-789, 772-773, 
781-782 

Labor clauses, 3 

Military, naval, and air clauses: 

Air clauses, questions concern- 
ing disposition of aeronau- 
tical material: 

Distribution of air material 
among Allies, proposed 
principles for, 432-433, 
443-446, 823; U. S. res- 
ervation, 433, 444n, 446 

German request for use of 
airplanes for postal air 
Service, 1838, 189-192, 

1, 442. 

Interpretation, question of, 
807, 822-824 

Sale of air material by Ger- 
man Government: Dis- 
cussions, general, 480- 
432, 441-442, 611, 636, 
814-817, 831, 853-854, 
855-856, 868-870, 880; 
sale of air material to 
Sweden by Germany, 
611, 636, 814, 849n, 852, 
866, 867, 868; special au- 
thorization for delivery 
of certain material to 
General Yudenitch and 
Czechoslovak Govern- 
ment, 432 

Control commissions: 

Aeronautical: Advance dis- 
patch, 97, 107-108, 129, 
431; appointment, organ- 
ization, allowances, du- 
ties, etc., 190, 278, 305- 
306, 315-322, 378, 394— 
395, 480-432, 441, 442, 


Germany—Continued. 
Treaty of peace with Allied and As- 
sociated Powers—Continued. 
Terms—Continued. 
Military, naval, and air clauses— 


Continued. 
Control commissions—Con. 
Aeronautical—Con. 
444, 511, 5380-531, 582, 
611, 636, 648-649, 667, 
704, 716-717, 758, 784— 
787, 795, 840, 852, 864; 
request for interpreta- 
tion of air clauses, 807, 
822-824 
Military: Advance dispatch, 
97, 107-108, 129; appoint- 
ment, organization, al- 
lowances, duties, etc., 
278, 305-306, 315-322, 
327-328, 378, 394-395, 
460, 511, 530-531, 581, 
582, 648-649, 667, 704, 
716-717, 728, 758, 784 
787, 795, 840, 864, 904 
Naval: Advance dispatch, 97, 
107-108, 129; appoint- 
ment, organization, al- 
lowances, duties, etce., 
278, 305-806, 315-322, 
378, 394-395, 511, 530- 
531, 582, 648-649, 667, 
704, 716-717, 758, 784— 
787, 795, 840, 864, 878, 
805 
U. S. nonparticipation, 97, 
129, 328, 582 
Wearing of civilian clothes 
by personnel, German re- 
quest for, and Allied re- 
fusal, 648-649, 667 
Military clauses regarding arm- 
aments, German surrender 
of Russian war material, 
580-581, 596 
Naval clauses, distribution of 
German submarine engines 
and parts, 487-438, 449-451 


Miscellaneous provisions, offer of 


National Lutheran Council of 
United States regarding 
German Lutheran missions, 
737 


Penalties: 


Delivery of war criminals for 
trial (see also Wilhelm II, 
infra) : Arrangements, pro- 
posed, 205, 214, 704, 752, 
759; violation by German 
Constitution of provisions 
concerning, 157, 158, 159+ 
160, 161, 162-163, 180, 193 

Scapa Flow sinkings, question 
of imposition of penalties 
for, 804-805 
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Germany—Continued. 
Treaty of peace with Allied and As- 
sociated Powers—Continued. 
Terms—Continued. 
Penalties—Continued. 
Wilhelm II, arrangements for 
extradition and trial of, 
204, 214, 759 
Ports, waterways, and railways, 
navigation and river re- 
gimes: Danube Commission, 
758, 915, 9382-983, 983-934, 
944-945, 952; negotiations 
with Netherlands regarding 
modification of Mannheim 
Convention (art. 854), 483- 
485, 492-493; river commis- 
sions, proposed appointment 
of, 704, 758-759 
Prisoners of war. See Prisoners: 
German, supra. 
Reparation. See 
German. 
Violations of treaty by certain arti- 
cles in new German Constitu- 
tion (see also under Austria: 
German - Austrian relations), 
155-163, 165-167, 173-174, 179- 
181, 183-184, 192-194, 308 
Turkish gold in Reichsbank, 759 
Gompers, Samuel, 338, 351 
Great Britain: Allied occupation troops, 
British representation, 57, 301, 302, 
804, 684; Arab nations, British en- 
gagements with, 206-207; German 
peace treaty, appointment of rep- 
resentative for Coordinating Com- 
mittee, 694; labor, views on admis- 
sion of Austrian and German dele- 
gates to International Labor Con- 
ference, 4-5; representation at Con- 
ference, question of, 203, 209-211; 
Roumanian attitude toward, 227; 
Spitzbergen, interest in, 340-341, 
851-363; Syria, Palestine, and 
Mesopotamia, Franco-British ar- 
rangements concerning military oc- 
cupation pending decision in regard 
to mandates, 205-208, 216-217 
Greece: 
Albanian interests, 77, 773-774 
Asia Minor, Greek interests and 
activities. See Turkish terri- 
tories: Anatolia. 
Bulgarian peace treaty provisions: 
Frontiers. See Bulgaria: Fron- 
tiers: Greece. 
Observations and proposals, dis- 
cussions and texts, postpone- 
ment of consideration of, 84, 
188, 208, 235, 236-239, 
242-248 
Political clauses, 84, 94-95, 101-102, 
114, 236-238, 248-246 
Hungarian peace treaty clauses con- 
cerning sequestration of prop- 
erty belonging to Greek Orthodox 


Reparation : 


977 


Greece—Continued. 
community of Budapest, Greek 
desire for, 738, 740 
Italian-Greek conflict in Anatolia, 
limitation of Greek and Italian 
zones of military occupation, 512— 
517, 531-533, 861-863 
_4 Treaty with Allied and Associated 
Powers: Discussions, 10, 30, 237- 
238, 735, 806, 807, 822, 913, 921- 
929; draft text, 922-929 
Heads of Delegations, Council of, dis- 
cussions concerning agenda, ques- 
tions requiring decision, and future 
of Conference, 203-205, 209-211, 
382-338, 773, 957-958 
Hoover, Herbert, reports and recom- 
mendations: Allotment of rolling 
stock found in Hungary, 79-80, 85- 
86; repatriation of German, Aus- 
trian, and Hungarian prisoners of 
war in Siberia, and of Polish pris- 
oners and civilians, 411-412, 422- 
428: Supreme Economie Council, 
U. S. nonrepresentation, 462 
Hungary’: 
Blockade, question of, 542, 601 
Bolshevism and disorder after with- 
drawal of Roumanian troops, 
question of defense against: Al- 
lied occupation force, proposed, 
59, 202, 908, 910, 920, 936-941, 
958-961; withdrawal of Rou- 
manian forces and establishment 
of Hungarian gendarmerie, Al- 
lied efforts to obtain, 60, 69, 70, 
73-74, 98, 99, 110-111, 111-114, 
202, 227-228, 270, 328, 334, 454- 
455, 539, 542, 558, 560, 565, 586, 
669-674, 678-681, 709, 909, 911, 
919-920, 936, 947, 953-954, 958, 
959-960 
Food relief, provisioning of Budapest, 
5438, 566-570 
Merchant ships in Spanish ports, 
disposition of, 585-536, 545-546 
Military Mission of Generals, discus- 
sions, instructions, and reports, 
58-59, 69-74, 99, 100, 188, 198- 
199, 201-202, 216, 227-228, 269- 
270, 440-441, 454-455, 491, 540- 
541, 553-555, 557, 559, 562-566, 
603-604, 669-674, 674-675, 678- 
681, 686-687, 698-699, 908, 910, 
911, 919, 937, 954, 958, 960 
Missions of Sir George Clerk to Hun- 
gary : First mission, 336, 341, 539, 
540-541, 552; second mission, 
576-577, 602, 603-604, 669, 670- 
671, 674-675, 687-688, 698-699, 
709, 908-909, 911, 912, 918, 936- 
941, 947-948, 953-954, 958-961 
Political situation (see also Missions 
of Sir George Clerk, supra) : 
Discussions, general, 69, 70-738, 165, 
198-199, 201-202, 216, 227-228, 
539-542, 552-561, 563-566, 576- 
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Hungary—Continued. 
Political situation—Continued. 
Discussions, general—Con. 
577, 586-587, 602, 603-604, 670— 
671, 908-909, 911-912, 918-920, 
986-941, 947-948, 9538-954, 958— 
961 
Political parties and factions: 
Anti-Semitism, 69, 70, 71, 541! 
947-948 
Christian National party, 947- 
948 
Christian Socialist party, 69, 70 
Friedrich government: 
Discussions, general, 71-73, 
165, 198-199, 216, 227-228, 
455, 5389, 541-542, 552-553, 
553-554, 555-556, 559, 559- 
561, 564-566, 576-577, 586, 
586-587, 603-604, 671, 679, 
699, 908-909, 918-920, 936— 
941, 947-948, 954, 958, 959 
Request for Allied commission 
of control for elections, 72- 
73, 165, 556; for Allied 
financial support, and Al- 
lied refusal, 198, 216, 227— 
228 


Horthy, Admiral Nicholas, 69, 
557, 560, 909, 911, 918-920, 
936-941, 948, 958 

Social Democrats, 73, 556-557, 
560 

Prisoners of war: Commission to 

Study Repatriation of German, 
Austrian, and Hungarian Pris- 
oners in Siberia, 411-412, 422-424, 
488, 500, 808-810, 825-826; re- 
patriation of Hungarian prison- 
ers in Great Britain and Japan, 
617 

Roumanian aggression and defiance 
of Supreme Council: 

Correspondence between Supreme 
Council and Roumania, texts: 
Sept. 8, Roumanian advice of 
nonreceipt of Allied notes, 110; 
Sept. 4, Allied demand for 
Roumanian action in compli- 
ance with instructions, 111- 
114; Oct. 12, Allied decisions on 
principal subjects of diver- 
gence between Roumania and 
Allies, 588-586; Nov. 3, Allied 
insistence on receiving reply to 
their note of Oct. 12, 920 

Discussions and reports, 57-61, 68- 
70, 73-74, 77-79, 98-101, 110- 
114, 116, 188, 226-227, 328-330, 
333-3386, 440-441, 454-455, 576- 
578, 5838-586, 604, 669-674, 678- 
681, 709, 908-913, 919, 920 

Mission of Sir George Clerk to Rou- 
mania, 59-61, 77-79, 101, 111- 
114, 124, 125-126, 201, 202, 227, 
269, 279, 328, 329-330, 333-836, 


341-342, 440, 539-542, 550-570, | 


~ 
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Hungary—Continued. ; 


Roumanian aggression and defiance 
of Supreme Council—Continued. 
Mission of Sir George Clerk—Con. 

583-584; report of Oct. 7 and 

statement before Supreme 

Council, 5389-542, 550-570 

Requisitions by Roumania in Hun- 

gary as reparation, 58, 60, 68, 

69, 74, 100, 112-113, 198, 201, 

216, 328, 329-330, 835, 440, 529, 

539, 540, 548, 550, 552, 553, 554- 

556, 557, 558, 568-564, 567, 570- 

574, 585-586, 601-602, 673, 678— 

679, 681, 787; Reparation Com- 

mission, subecommission to in- 

vestigate Roumanian requisi- 
tions in Hungary, establish- 

ment, 335, 543, 558-559, 563, 

570-574, 585-586, 601-602 

Suspension of arms, munitions, and 
other shipments to Roumania, 

110, 829-330, 601 

Treaty of peace with Allied and As- 
sociated Powers: 
Signature, questions 
136-137, 210 
Terms, discussions and draft texts: 
Heonomie clauses, 61, 74-75, 733, 
740 
Frontiers and political clauses for 
Europe: 

Austria. See under Austria: 
Treaty: Terms: Frontiers, 
ete.: Hungary. 

Italy, 483-487, 446-448, 581, 
597-598, 687-688, 699-702 ; 
cession of Palazzo Venezia 
at Rome, 581, 597, 688, 700 

Jugoslayia (Pecs mines), 734 

Roumania (Bukovina and 
Transylvania), 117, .134— 
135, 136, 137, 559, 563, 564, 
584, 678, 940-941, 948 

Military, naval, and air clauses: 
Disposal of air material 
among Allies, proposed prin- 
ciple for, 432-438, 448-446; 
U. 8. reservation, 483, 444n, 
446 

Ports, waterways, and railways: 

Adjournment of question of 

Roumanian observations, 

517; navigation and river re- 

gimes, 411, 422, 984; rail- 
ways, transfer of railways 
and distribution of rolling 

stock, 79-80, 85-86, 510-511, 

525, 529-530 

Reparation (see also Roumanian 
aggression : Requisitions, 

supra), 585-586, 545-546, 

733-734, 741-748 


concerning, 


Italy: 


Adriatie questions: 
Albania, 229, 773-774 
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Italy—Continued. 
Adriatic questions—Continued. 
Dalmatia, 228 
Discussions, general, 8, 205, 214— 
215, 222-226, 228-229, 773-774 
Fiume: Alternate proposals for 
ereation of international state 
or attribution to Italy of city 
of Fiume, 214-215, 222-225, 
228; French action on report of 
Commission of Inquiry for 
Fiume, 8; incident, Italian in- 
tervention, 215, 225-226 
Islands, 215, 229 
Or yas (Assling), 215, 228, 225, 
29, 
Vallona, 229 
Zara, 223-224, 228 
Allied occupation troops, Italian rep- 
resentation, 301, 684, 696, 750, 751, 
942, 948, 949 
Asia Minor. See Turkish territories: 
Anatolia. 
Austria, frontiers, 14, 23, 223, 652, 
654-655 
Fiume. See wnder Adriatic, supra. 
German peace treaty commissions: 
Italian representation on Coordi- 
nating Commission, 694, 732; on 
Danzig Delimitation Commission, 
749-750 
Greek-Italian conflict in Anatolia, lim- 
itation of Greek and Italian zones 
of military occupation, 512-517, 
531-533, 861-863 
Hungarian peace treaty political 
Clauses concerning Italy, 483-437, 
446-448, 581, 597-598, 687-688, 
699-702 
Jugoslavia, interests in Adriatic, 214, 
215, 223-225, 228-229 
Labor, views on admission of Austrian 
and German delegates to Interna- 
tional Labor Conference, 4, 185- 
186 
Ports, waterways, and railways: 
Assling railway, question of, 215, 
223, 225, 229; payment for Aus- 
trian railways transferred to 
Italy, 84 
Roumania, relations with, 78-79, 227 
Russian prisoners of war, Italian ex- 
pense for, 580 
Treaty with new states concerning 
reciprocal relations in transferred 
territories of former Austro-Hun- 
garian monarchy, 375-877, 382- 
394; draft text, 387-394 


Japan: 
Allied occupation troops, question of 
Japanese representation, 303 
Capitulations in Bulgaria, Japanese 
retention, 239 
German peace treaty: 
Commissions : Japanese representa- 


tion on Coordinating Commit- 
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Japan—Continued. 
German peace treaty—Continued. 


Commissions—Continued. 
tee, 694, 749; Japanese repre- 
sentation on Danzig delimita- 
tion commission, 749-750; non- 
representation of Japan on 
plebiscite commission for Up- 
per Silesia, 303-304 

Ratification, 945 


Prisoners of war in Japan, repatria- 


tion, 88, 51, 344, 488-489, 677, 809 


Jews: Greek treaty clause, 922, 926; 


Hungary, anti-Semitism in, 69, 70, 
71, 541, 947-948; protection of, in 
Roumania and Poland, 134 


Jugoslavia (see also New states) : 


Adriatie questions involving Jugo- 
slav interests, 214, 215, 223-225, 
228-229 

Austrian peace treaty, possible re- 
fusal by Jugoslavia to sign, and 
Allied efforts to obtain signature, 
19, 133, 163-164, 188, 198, 226, 
677, 686, 709-710, 718-720, 734- 
736, 743-744, 806, 807, 821, 860 

Bulgarian peace treaty: Minorities 
clauses affecting Jugoslavia, 821— 
822; signature by Jugoslavia, 
question concerning, 806, 807, 821, 
860 

Coal, Jugoslav request for permission 
to exploit Pecs coal mines, 733- 
734, 741-743 

Frontiers (see also Austria: Treaty: 
Terms: Frontiers: Jugoslavia) : 
Albania, 773-774; Bulgaria 
(Tsaribrod and Bossiligrad), 
837-838, 856-861, 870-872, 874, 
883-884, 901-902 ; Hungary (Pecs 
mines), 734; Italy (Adriatic), 
214, 215, 223-225, 228-229; Rou- 
mania (Banat), 441, 539-540 

Reparation Commission, Jugoslav 
participation, 602 

Roumania, relations with, 441 

Treaties : 

Treaty with Allied and Associated 
Powers concerning minorities: 
Discussions and reports, 10, 19, 
30-35, 39-48, 180-133, 141-145, 
145-152, 163-164, 168-169, 226, 
677, 686, 709-710, 718-720, 734- 
736, 743-744, 807, 821, 822 ; text 
of Jugoslay observations, 141- 
145; texts, draft, 39-48, 145- 
152 

Treaty with new states concerning 
reciprocal relations in trans- 
ferred territories of former 
Austro-Hungarian monarchy, 
375-8377, 382-394; draft text, 
387-394 

Troops, repatriation from Siberia, 
488-489, 500, 808-810, 825-828 


Klagenfurt Basin, 301, 608 
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Labor: 

Austrian peace treaty provisions, 3-4, 
23, 28, 187 

Bulgarian peace treaty provisions, 
876-877, 877, 881, 901 

Commission on International Labor 
Legislation, 387-339, 351, 489- 
490, 501-502, 611, 636-637 

International Labor Conference at 
Washington: 

Admission of Bulgarian delegates, 
question of, 876 
Admission of German and Austrian 
delegates: 
Attitude of British, French, and 
Italian labor, 4-5, 185-186; 
of President Wilson, 185 
Correspondence between U. S. 
delegation and German dele- 
gation regarding: 

Oct. 4, German inquiry regard- 
ing certainty of Austrian 
and German delegates be- 
ing admitted, text, 544 

Oct. 13, U. S. reply: Discus- 
sions, 535, 576; text, 583 

Oct. 22, German note stating 
readiness to send dele- 
gates, discussions, 747, 755 

Admission of neutral nations, ques- 
tion of, 489-490, 501-502, 611, 
636-637 

Discussions, general, 4-5, 185-186, 

214, 255-256, 266-267, 338, 489- 

490, 501-502, 535, 544, 576, 583, 

611, 636-637, 732, 747, 755, 787, 

796 

Ratification of German peace 
treaty, effect of delay in ratifi- 
cation on status of Labor Con- 
ference, 214, 787, 796; commu- 
nication from British delegates 

concerning, 787, 796 

Transportation for delegates, ques- 


tion of, 732 
U. S, participation, question of, 338 
International Labor Organization, 


question of admission of Germany 
and Austria, 185 
Rights and privileges of Allied work- 
people admitted to enemy terri- 
tories and vice versa, acceptance 
by Supreme Council of resolution 
concerning, 3-4, 186—187 
Language, official, of certain treaties, 
18-19, 27-28, 129, 187-138, 187, 235 
Latvia. See under Baltic countries. 
League of Nations: 
China, 27-28 
Council, first meeting: General dis- 
cussions concerning, 205, 213, 647- 
648, 688-689, 702-704, 713-714, 
724-726, 954-955; letter from 
President of Conference to chief 
delegate of United States, British 
Empire, Japan, Belgium, Brazil 
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League of Nations—Continued. 

Council, first meeting—Continued. 
and Greece, draft text, 725-726; 
letter from President of Confer- 
ence to Spanish Ambassador at 
Paris, draft text, 725; letter to be 
signed by President of United 
States calling first meeting of 
Council, draft text, 724-725 ; place 
of first meeting, 714, 955; possi- 
bility of U. S. nonrepresentation, 
213, 647, 648; questions requiring 
immediate action by Council upon 
entry into force of German peace 
treaty, 213, 647-648, 693, 702-703, 
713-714, 759, 954-955: represen- 
tation of Spain, 689, 713, 724-725 

Covenant, question of procedure for 
adherence of neutral states, 646— 
647, 665-667 

Duties and functions, proposed, econ- 
cerning— 

Austrian independence, 18, 24, 25-26 

Eupen and Malmedy, 379-380 

Galicia, 276-277 

Minority clauses of Jugoslay treaty, 
30-35, 44-45, 148-144 

Labor Conference, International, 
question of admission of neutral 
States prior to admission to 
League, 489-490, 501-502, 611, 
686-637 

Netherlands request for admission to 
League, 485 

Liberia, desirability of adherence to 
conventions regulating liquor traffic 
in Africa and revising General Acts 
of Berlin and Brussels, 171 

Lithuania. See under Baltie countries. 

Luxemburg, question of admission to 
International Labor Conference, 
611, 686-637 


Malmedy and Eupen, 379-380, 397-400 

Mandates: Albania, Italian desire for 
mandate over, 229, 773; Armenia, 
203; Commission on Colonial Man- 
dates, 341, 363; German East Af- 
rica, 363; Turkish territories, 203, 
205, 207, 208, 213; U. S. attitude, 
208, 207 

Marienwerder and Allenstein, 261, 607, 
608, 641, 642, 651, 684-686, 697, 698, 
704, 747-749, 755-758, 758, 840, 864, 
942, 943 

Maritime Transport Executive, Inter- 
allied, 307, 324, 375, 381, 408, 404, 
413, 414 

Memel. See under Germany: Bastern 
frontiers. 

Mesopotamia, Franco-British arrange- 
ments regarding military occupa- 
tion pending decision in regard to 
mandates, 205-208, 216-217 

Minorities (see also New states) : Bul- 
garian peace treaty clauses, 101- 
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Minorities—Continued. 
102, 114, 236-237, 2438-246, 805-807, 
821-822, 874, 881, 884-885; Jugo- 
slav minorities treaty, proposed 
supervision by League of Nations, 
30-35, 44-45, 143-144; voluntary 
emigration in the Balkans, proposal 
by M. Venizelos, 101-102, 114, 236, 
2438-245 

Missionary property, offer of National 
Lutheran Council of United States 
to take oyer German Lutheran 
property in former German terri- 
tories, 737 

Montenegro, status of, 168 


Naval clauses of German peace treaty, 
distribution of German submarine 
engines and parts, 437-438, 449-451 

Netherlands: German ships transferred 
to Dutch navigation companies dur- 
ing war, Allied demand for German 
delivery of, 430, 609-610, 634-635, 
639-640, 649-650, 804, 818, 831, 914, 
929-931, 944, 951-952 ; International 
Labor Conference, request for ad- 
mission, 489490, 501-502 ; League of 
Nations, request for admission, 485 ; 
proposed participation in negotia- 
tions regarding modification of 
Mannheim Convention, 483485, 
492-493 ; surrender of Wilhelm IT of 
Germany, question of, 214 

Neuilly, treaty of. See Bulgaria: 
Treaty of peace. 

New states (see also Czechoslovakia, 
Jugoslavia, Poland, and Rou- 
mania): 

Committee on New States, 101-102, 
138, 164, 168-169, 236-237, 244- 
245, 805-807, 821, 822, 913, 921- 
929 

Constantinople, new state, proposed, 
35-36, 50-51 

Treaty with new states concerning 
reciprocal relations in trans- 
ferred territories of former Aus- 
tro-Hungarian monarchy, 375- 
377, 382-394; draft text, 387-394 

Norway: Reparation claims against 
Germany for shipping losses, 536, 
546; request for admission to In- 
ternational Labor Conference, 489- 
490, 501-502; treaty recognizing 
Norwegian sovereignty over Spitz- 
bergen, 340-341, 351-363 


Occupation, armies of. See Armies of 
occupation. 

Oil tankers. See Germany: Merchant 
fleet : Tankers. 


Palestine, Franco-British arrangements 
regarding military occupation pend- 
ing decision in regard to mandates, 
205-208, 216-217 
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Peace, treaties of. See under Austria, 
Bulgaria, Germany, Hungary, and 
Turkey. 

Penalties. See Treaty of peace: Terms: 
Penalties under Bulgaria and Ger- 
many. 

Plebiscites, proposed : 


Allenstein and Marienwerder. See 
Germany: Treaty of. peace: 
Terms: Boundaries: Hast Prus- 
sia. 

Commissions, plebiscite. See under 
Commissions. 


Galicia, 281, 285, 297 
Klagenfurt, 608 


Schleswig. See Germany: Treaty: 
Terms: Boundaries: Schleswig: 
Plebiscite. 


Silesia, Upper. See Germany: Hast- 
ern frontiers: Upper Silesia: 
Plebiscite. 

oP eth ties and Radkersburg), 


Teschen. See Czechoslovakia: Fron- 
tiers: Poland: Plebiscite. 

Vorarlberg, 7-8 

Poland: 

Commission on Polish Affairs, 81, 87- 
93, 194-198, 270, 280-297, 300, 349, 
850, 351, 867, 370-373, 582, 608, 
610-611, 635, 641-642, 650-651, 
769-770, 777-779, 808, 824-825 

Frontiers: 

Czechoslovakia. See Czechoslo- 
vakia: Frontiers: Poland. 
Galicia: 
Hastern: Commission on Polish 
Affairs, reports, 270, 280— 
297, 349, 350, 351, 367; dis- 
cussions, 80, 175, 177, 270- 
278, 280-297, 330-332, 349- 
850, 867-870, 582, 598, 599; 
plebiscite, proposed, 281, 285, 
297, 350, 368; treaty, draft 
text, 288-294 
Western, 581-582, 598-599 
Germany. See Germany; Eastern 
frontiers: Poland. 
Russia, 850-351, 370-373 


German-Polish relations (see also 
Germany: Eastern frontiers: 
Poland) : 


Railways crossing Polish-German 
frontier, proposed reopening 
to commercial traffic, 915, 931— 
932 
Use of Polish troops against Ger- 
man forces in Baltic countries, 
proposed, 211-218, 218-222, 
231-234, 240, 257-258, 260, 262, 
342, 487, 494, 645; U. S. objec- 
tion, 231-238, 240 
Prisoners of war, civilian refugees, 
and workmen, repatriation of, 
422, 423, 424-428 
Reparation Commission, Polish par- 
ticipation, 602 
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Poland—Continued. 

Russia, Soviet, use of Polish troops 
against, proposed, 204, 208-209, 
211, 212, 213, 218-222 

Treaties: 

Treaty with Allied and Associated 
Powers concerning minorities, 
10, 134, 689-690, 706; protocol 
for deposit of ratifications, dis- 
cussions and draft text, 689- 
690, 706 

Treaty with Allied and Associated 
Powers relating to Bastern 
Galicia, proposed, 270-278, 280— 
297; draft text, 283-294 

Treaty with Free City of Danzig, 
proposed, 610-611, 635 

Treaty with new states concerning 


reciprocal relations in trans- } 


ferred territories of former 
Austro-Hungarian, monarchy, 
375-377, 382-394; draft text, 
887-394 
Troops:. Military supplies from AI- 
lies, 485-487, 493-499, 710-712, 
720-723; repatriation from Si- 
beria, 488-489, 500, 808-810, 825-— 
828; use against German forces 
in Baltic countries, proposed, 
211-218, 218-222, 231-234, 240, 
257-258, 260, 262, 342, 487, 494, 
645; use against Soviet Russia, 
proposed, 204, 208-209, 211, 212, 
218, 218-222 
Ports, waterways, and railways (see 
also Treaty of peace: Terms: Ports 
under Austria, Bulgaria, Germany, 
and Hungary): 
Commissions: 


Commission, on International Re- | 


gime of Ports, Waterways, and 


Railways, 56, 64, 65-67, 95, | 


483-485, 492-493 

Experts’ commission for distribu- 
tion of enemy rolling stock: 
Question of allotment among 
Allies of rolling stock found in 
Hungary, 79-80, 85-86; restitu- 
tion to Allies of rolling stock 
removed beyond Armistice 
frontier in violation of Armi- 
stice of Villa Giusti, 433-437, 
446-448 ; special commission for 
provisional redistribution of 
rolling stock of former Austro- 
Hungarian monarehy, 510-511, 
525, 529-530 i 

Railways Commission, Interallied, 
915, 931-932, 9386, 946 

Transportation Commission, Inter- 
allied, suppression of, 908, 917— 
918 


Danube. ‘See Danube. 

Navigation regime in occupied ter- 
ritories, 627, 633-634 

Railways: Bagdad railway, use for 
supplying French forees in Arme- 
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Ports, waterways, and railways—Con. 
Railways—Continued. 
nia, 5; Baltic countries, railway 
system, 944; Bulgarian access 
to Aegean Sea, 56, 57, 64, 65-67; 
Fiume railroad, 223, 225, 229; 
‘proposal to reopen to commercial 
traffic railways crossing German- 
Polish frontier, 915, 931-9382; 
question of curtailment of serv- 
ice on German railroads, 936, 946; 
Rhineland, control of railways in 
occupied territories, 625-627, 631- 
633 ; rolling stock found in Hun- 
gary, allotment to Allies, 79-80, 
85-86 
Rhine. See Rhine. 


| Portugal: Assent to revised interna- 


tional conventions concerning 
Africa, 171; claims to former Ger- 
man colonies in East Africa, 341, 
363 

Prisoners of war (see also under Aus- 
tria, Bulgaria, Germany, Hungary, 
Poland, and Russia), commissions 
concerning: Repatriation of Ger- 
man, Austrian, and Hungarian 
Prisoners of War in Siberia, Com- 
mission on, 411, 422-428, 488, 500, 
808-810, 825-826; Repatriation of 
Prisoners of War, Commission on, 
37-88, 51-52 


Railways. See Ports, waterways, and 
railways. 
Relief, food. See under Austria, Ger- 
many, and Hungary. 
Reparation: 
Austrian reparation, 15, 16, 19-21, 25, 
84, 585-536, 545-546 
Bulgarian reparation, 288-289, 246- 
250, 741, 876, 881-882, 889-891 
Commissions concerning: 
Organization of Reparation Com- 
mission, Committee on: Gen- 
eral, 80, 335, 381, 407, 457, 460, 
472, 478, 508-509, 523-524, 585- 
536, 545-546, 689-640, 650, 734, 
737, 745; subcommission at 
Vienna for questions relating 
to Austrian relief, 508-509, 523— 
524; subcommission for cost of 
armies of occupation, 460; 
subcommission to determine 
value of material removed 
from Hungary by Roumanians, 
proposed, 335, 548, 558-559, 568, 
570-574, 585-586, 601-602 
Reparation Commission established 
under peace treaties, 28, 25, 
238, 238-239, 246, 249, 250, 403, 
405, 609-610, 687, 690, 692, 704, 
SEE 8384, 835, 836, 840, 851, 853, 


Reparation of Damages, Commis- 
sion on, 238, 247, 248-250 
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Reparation—Continued. 

German reparation: Coal to Jugo- 
cri slavia,, absence of provision for, 
742; delivery to Allies of German 
oil tank ships, question of, 323- 
326, 339-340, 874-875, 381-382, 
403-406, 412-415, 765, 818, 831, 
$49n, 851-852, 874, 958; disposi- 
tion of German and Austro-Hun- 
garian ships in Spanish ports, 
585-536, 545-546; German ships 
transferred during war to Dutch 
navigation companies, 430, 609- 
610, 634-635, 639-640, 649-650, 
804, 818, 831, 914, 929-931, 944, 
951-952; Norwegian claims for 
shipping losses, 536, 546; restora- 
tion of sequestered property, 737, 
745: Scapa Flow incident and 
reparation demanded by Allies, 
324; 803, 803-804, 804-805, 819, 
830, 884-837, 841-844, 849n, 850, 
852-853, 866, 867, 878-880, 905-906 

Hungary. See Hungary: Treaty: 
Terms: Reparation. 

Italy, question of payment for Aus- 
trian railways transferred to 
Italy, 84 

Roumania (see also Hungary: Rou- 
manian aggression: Requisi- 
tions), request for representation 
on Armistice commissions 
charged with recovery of material 
in Germany, 737, 745 

Scapa Flow incident, Armistice vio- 
lation and reparation demanded, 
324, 803, 803-804, 804-805, 819, 
830, 884-837, 841-844, 849n, 850, 
852-853, 866, 867, 878-880, 905- 
906 

Turkish war material left in Greek 
zone of occupation in Asia Minor, 
question of disposal of, 717, 728- 


729 
Rhine: Central Rhine Commission, 485, 
758 ; proposed modification of Mann- 
heim Convention, 483-485, 492-493 


Rhineland, Allied occupation : 


Army of occupation: Command of, 
784, 795; cost of, 457-460, 465- 
471, 820, 831; cost of transporta- 
tion and maintenance in foreign 
countries of German subjects con- 
victed of serious offenses against 
Allied occupation forces in Ger- 
many, 714, 753, 759-760 

Commissions : 

Committee on Rhine Territory, 457— 
458, 630 

Interallied Rhineland High Com- 
mission: Discussions, general, 
613, 614, 615, 616, 619, 620, 621, 
622-623, 623, 625, 628, 629, 630, 
632, 704, 712-713, 723-724, 758, 
840, 864; proclamation, draft, 
712-714, 723-724; U. S. partici- 
pation, question of, 712-718 
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Rhineland, Allied occupation—Con, 


Convention regarding military occu- 
pation of Rhineland: 
Correspondence between . German 
delegation and Supreme Coun- 
cil concerning: Aug. 7, five 
German notes regarding occu- 
pation of Left Bank of Rhine, 
accommodations for German 
Imperial High Commissioner, 
questions of procedure, admin- 
istration of railroads, and 
regime of navigation, 608-609, 
612-627; Oct. 14, Allied reply 
io notes of Aug. 7, 608-609, 627— 
4. 

Ratifications, deposit of, 689-690, 

704-705 


Roumania: 


Austrian peace treaty: Reservations 
regarding minorities clauses and 
Allied reply, 183-187, 152-153, 
163, 167; signature, question of, 
585, 806, 807, 821 

Blockade, 601 

Frontiers : 

Austria (Bukovina), 1384-185 

Bulgaria (Dobrudja), 57, 83-84, 
116-118, 874, 883-884; 901-902 ; 
Bulgarian peace treaty draft 
clause, 125, 837-838, 856-861, 
870-872, 874, 883-884, 901-902 

Finality of Conference decisions, 
589, 540, 559, 563-564, 564, 584 

Hungary (Bukovina and Transyl- 
vania), 117, 134-185, 136, 137, 
559, 563, 564, 584, 673, 940-941, 
948 

Jugoslavia (Banat), 441, 539-540 

Russia (Bessarabia), 117-118, 186, 
187, 838; protest of _Bessara- 
bian delegation against holding 
of elections in Bessarabia by 
Roumanian Government, 542, 
578-579, 587-589 

Hungarian-Roumanian relations. See 
Hungary: Roumanian  aggres- 
sion; also Frontiers: Hungary, 
supra. 

Political situation, entry into office of 
Misu-Vaitoianu. government, 551 

Reparation. See Reparation: Rou- 
mania. 

Russian war material in Roumania, 
alleged delivery to General Deni- 
kin, 582-583 

Supreme Council, relations with (see 
also Hungary: Roumanian ag- 
gression), 59-60, 78, 188, 227, 910 

Treaties: 

Treaty with Allied and Associated 
Powers concerning minorities, 
10, 30, 134, 539, 550, 552, 557, 
561-562, 584-585, 735, 807, 821 
Treaty with new ‘states concerning 
reciprocal relations in trans- 
ferred territories of former 
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Roumania—Continued. 

Treaties—Continued. 

Austro-Hungarian monarchy, 
375-377, 382-894; draft text, 
887-394 

Troops, repatriation from Siberia, 

488-489, 500, 808-810, 825-828 
Russia: 

Allied declaration to Admiral Kol- 
chak, May 27, cited, 800 

Baltic countries, Germano-Russian 
forces in, 257, 258-259, 790, 793, 
797, 798, 812, 956, 962 

Blockade, proposed measures to pre- 
vent goods from reaching Soviet 
Russia and procedure for notify- 
ing neutral governments, 8-10, 
345-348, 3865-367, 438-440, 452- 
453, 464, 490, 736 — 

Czechoslovak troops in Siberia, re- 
patriation of, 307-308, 378, 411, 
412, 488-489, 500, 717-718, 729- 
730, 808, 809, 825-828 

Frontiers: Finland (Karelia and 
Petchenga), 465, 480-482; Po- 
land, 350-351, 370-373 ; Roumania 
(Bessarabia), 117-118, 136, 137, 
542, 578-579, 587-589, 838 

Military situation, supplying by Allies 
of arms and. money to anti-Bol- 
shevik forces in Russia: 

General Denikin: Proposal to de- 
liver Russian battleship Volya 
to General Denikin, 489, 501; 
Roumanian delivery of Russian 
war material, alleged, 582-583 ; 
situation in Ukraine, relations 
between General Denikin and 
General Petlioura, 766-767 
Poland, question of financing Pol- 
ish advance on Moscow, 204, 
208-209, 211, 212, 213, 218-222 
Restoration to General Yudenitch 
of Russian war material taken 
by Germany, 580-581, 596 
Prisoners of war and refugees: 
German, Austrian, and Hungarian 
prisoners in Siberia, proposed 
repatriation, 411-412, 422-428, 
488, 500, 808-810, 825-826; 
Commission for, 411, 422-423, 
488, 500, 808-810, 825-826 
Polish prisoners in Russia, repatri- 
ation, 425 
Russian prisoners and refugees in 
Germany, maintenance and re- 
patriation: 
Commissions concerning: Inter- 
allied commission at Berlin, 
proposed reorganization into 


international commission for- 


repatriation, 507-508, 520- 
521, 537-538, 548-549, 579- 
580, 678; special commission 
at Paris, proposed, 549, 579- 
580, 678 


INDEX 


Russia—Continued. 
Prisoners of war and refugees—Con. 
Russian prisoners and refugees in 
Germany—Continued. 
Discussions, general, 506-508, 
519-523, 5387-538, 548-549, 
579-580, 589, 678 
Kiev refugees, 507-508, 521-523, 
549 


Russian prisoners and refugees in 
Poland, 426-427 
Repatriation of Allied troops from 
Siberia (see also Czechoslovak 
troops, supra), 488-489, 500, 717- 
718, 729-730, 808-810, 826 
Spitzbergen, interest in, 340-341, 351- 
363 


Saar Basin. See under Germany: 
Treaty: Terms: Boundaries. 

Scapa Flow incident, Armistice vio- 
lation and reparation demand- 
ed, 324, 803, 803-804, 804-805, 819, 
830, 834-837, 841-844, 849n, 850, 
852-853, 866, 867, 878-880, 905-906 

Schleswig. See under Germany: 
Treaty: Terms: Boundaries. 

Serbia. See Jugoslavia. 

Shipping. See Austria: Merchant 
ships; Germany: Merchant fleet; 
Hungary: Merchant ships. 

Silesia, Upper. See wnder Germany: 
Hastern frontiers. 

Smyrna. See under Turkish territories: 
Anatolia. 

Spain: 

Adherence to Covenant of League of 
Nations, procedure for, 646-647, 
665-667, 725; representation at 
first meeting of Council of 
League, question of, 689, 713, 
724-725 

Disposal of German and. Austro- 
Hungarian ships in Spanish ports 
and Spanish reparation claims, 
question of, 535-5386, 545-546 

Spitzbergen, claims of various powers: 

Commission on Spitzbergen, report, 

text and discussion, 340-341, 351- 

854, 354-363; treaty assigning sov- 

ereignty of Spitzbergen to Norway 

subject to certain guarantees in 
favor of other countries, draft text, 

354-363 

Germain, treaty of. 

Treaty of peace. 

Submarines: Distribution of German 
submarine engines and parts, 437- 
438, 449-451; reparation for scut- 
tling of UC—48, 819, 848, 849, 866, 
867, 867-868 


St. See Austria: 


See under 


Supreme Heonomic Council. 
Councils. 

Supreme War Council. See under 
Councils. - 


INDEX 
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Sweden: Aaland Islands, interest in, | Treaties, conventions—Continued. 


464; interest in Allied blockade of 
Soviet Russia, 489, 452-453, 464; 
purchase of air material from Ger- 
many, 611, 686; Spitzbergen, inter- 
est in, 340-341, 351-863 

Switzerland: German peace treaty pro- 
visions for modification of Mann- 
heim Convention, interest in, 485; 
Vorarlberg, desire for union with 
Switzerland, 6-8 

Sykes-Picot Agreement, 205, 206, 216, 
217 


Syria, Franco-British arrangements 
concerning military occupation 
pending decision in regard to man- 
dates, 205-208, 216-217 


Teschen. See Czechoslovakia: Fron- 
tiers: Poland. 

Thrace. See Bulgaria: Frontiers: 
Greece. 


Transportation Commission, Interal- 
lied, suppression of, 908, 917-918 

Transylvania, 117, 134, 136, 187, 673, 
940-941, 948 

Treaties, conventions, etc.: 

Aerial navigation convention. 
under Aviation. 

Africa, Convention for Regulation of 
Liquor Traffic in, 129, 137-138, 
165, 169-171 

Berlin, treaty of 1878, 136, 146, 167 

Berlin and Brussels, proposed con- 
ventions to replace General Acts 
of, 129, 137-138, 165, 169-171 

Brest-Litovsk, treaty of 1918, 371 

Brussels conventions concerning eco- 
nomic assistance to Germany, 
824, 381, 412-413, 814, 849n, 866, 
914 

Bucharest, treaty of 1913, 82-83, 93- 
94, 131-132, 857 

Bulgar-Turkish treaty of peace of 
1918, 806, 807, 822 

Control of Trade in Arms and Ammu- 
nition, Convention for, 129, 137— 
138, 165, 169-171 

Danzig-Polish treaty, proposed, 610- 
611, 635 

Frankfort treaty of 1871, 484 

General Act Revising General Act of 
Berlin of February 26, 1885, and 
General Act and Declaration of 
Brussels of July 2, 1890, 129, 137- 
138, 165, 169-171 

London: Treaty of 1832, 56, 921, 922, 
923; treaty of 1863, 921, 922, 923; 
treaty of 1864, 923 

Mannheim Convention, proposed 
modification, 483-485, 492-493 

Minorities treaties. See Greece: 
Treaty; also Treaties: Treaty 
with Allied and Associated 
Powers concerning minorities 
under Czechoslovakia, Jugo- 
slavia, Poland, and Roumania. 


See 


Neuilly. 
peace. 

New states, treaty concerning recipro- 
cal relations in transferred ter- 
ritories of former Austro-Hun- 
garian monarchy, 375-877, 382- 
394; draft text, 387-394 

Peace treaties. See Treaty of peace 
under Austria, Bulgaria, Ger- 
many, Hungary, and Turkey. 

Rhineland Convention. See Rhine- 
land: Convention. 

Spitzbergen, draft treaty concerning, 
340-341, 351-863 ; text, 354-363 

St. Germain. See Austria: Treaty of 


See Bulgaria: Treaty of 


peace. 
Trianon. See Hungary: Treaty of 

peace. 
Versailles. See Germany: Treaty of 

peace. 
Trianon, treaty of. See Hungary: 


Treaty of peace. 

Turkey (see also Turkish territories) : 
Armistice of Oct. 30, 1918, 415, 733 
Boundaries in Eastern Thrace, 35-37 
Constantinople, 35-86, 50-51, 516-517 
German peace treaty provisions con- 

cerning Turkey: Decision regard- 
ing German and Austro-Hun- 
garian banks in Turkey, 732-733, 
738-739, 772-773, 781-782; Ger- 
man shipping, question of au- 
thorization to enter Turkish 
ports, 406,-415-416; Turkish gold 
in Reichsbank, 759 

Repatriation of staff of Turkish Em- 
bassy at Vienna, 733, 740-741 

Treaty of peace with Allied and As- 
sociated Powers: 

Discussions, general, 203, 210, 213, 
432-438, 443-446, 717, 728-729, 
778, 795 

Military, naval, and air clauses: 

Air clauses, distribution of ma- 
terial among Allies, proposed 
principle for, 482-488, 443- 
446; control commissions, 
command of, 795 

Reparation, 717, 728-729 

Terms. See Military, etc., supra. 

Turkish territories: 

Allied troops (see also Anatolia: 
Italian-Greek conflict; Armenia ; 
Syria, infra), Supreme Comman- 
der for, 516-517, 846-847, 861- 
863 

Anatolia: 

Italian-Greek conflict, limitation of 
Greek and Italian zones of mil- 
itary occupation, 512-517, 531- 
583, 861-863 

Smyrna, Commission of Inquiry 
for: British proposal for in- 
vestigation of claims against 
Greek and Turkish Govern- 
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Turkish territories—Continued. 
Anatolia—Continued. 
Smyrna—Continued. 
ments arising through  inci- 
dents at Smyrna, 464, 479; 
Greek protests regarding com- 
position and functioning of 
Commission, 463-464, 476-479, 
675-676, 681-682 
Turkish arms and munitions left in 
Greek occupied zone, Greek 
protest against decision of 
British commander to trans- 
port to Constantinople, 717, 
{28-7129 
Armenia: Mandate for, 203; situation 
in and arrangements for protec- 
tion by French forces, 5, 10-11, 
87, 204, 205, 207, 217 
Mandates, question of, 208, 205, 207, 
208, 218 
Syria, Palestine, and Mesopotamia, 
Franco-British arrangements re- 
garding military occupation pend- 
ing decision in regard to man- 
dates, 205-208, 216-217 


United States (see also Germany: Mer- 
chant fleet: Tankers) : 

Aerial navigation convention, reser- 
vation regarding U. 8S. adherence, 
173, 410, 421, 422 

Air clauses of peace treaties with Aus- 
tria, Bulgaria, Germany, and 
Hungary, U. S. reservation re- 
garding proposed principle for 

_ distribution of air material 
among Allies, 433, 444n, 446 

Allied troops: Armies of occupation, 
questions concerning U. 8. partic- 
ipation, 57, 264, 301, 684-685, 
750, 751-752, 942, 949; repatri- 
ation of AllHed troops from Si- 
beria, question of division of ex- 
penses for, 717-718, 808 

Baltic countries, question of U. S. 
recognition of de facto govern- 
ments of Hsthonia, Latvia, and 
Lithuania, 789 

German peace treaty execution, ques- 
tion of U. 8. participation prior 
to ratification by Senate: Armies 
of occupation, U. 8. troops for, 
685, 750, 751-752, 942, 949; com- 
missions concerning, U. S. repre- 
sentation, 97, 129, 305, 328, 582, 


INDEX 


United States—Continued. 
German peace treaty execution— 
Continued. 

690-692, 694, 706-707, 712-713, 
749, 942-943 

Labor Conference, International: Ad- 
mission of German and Austrian 
delegates, U. S. attitude regard- 
ing, 185; question of U. 8S. par- 
ticipation, 338 

League of Nations: Convocation by 
President Wilson, general dis- 
cussions, 205, 213, 647-648, 688- 
689, 702-704, 7138-714, 724-726, 
954-955; possibility of U. S. non- 
representation, 213, 647, 648 

Mandates, Turkish, U. S. position re- 
garding, 203, 207 

New states, U. S. objection to sign- 
ing proposed treaty with new 
states relating to reciprocal re- 
lations in transferred territories 
of former Austro-Hungarian 
monarchy, 375-377, 387 

Polish troops: U. S. inability to fur- 
nish supplies for, 710; U. S. ob- 
jections to use in Baltic, 231-233, 
240 

Roumania, relations with, 78, 98, 188, 
227, 910 

Russia, U. S. attitude on proposed 
blockade, 9 

Supreme Economic Council, U. S. non- 
representation, 325, 437, 461, 462 


Versailles, treaty of. 
Treaty of peace. 
Vorarlberg, 6-8 


See Germany: 


Waterways. 
railways. 
Wilson, Woodrow: 

League of Nations, convocation by 
President Wilson of first meet- 
ing of League Council, general 
discussions, 205, 213, 647-648, 688— 
689, 702-704, 7138-714, 724-726, 
954-955 

Views on— 

Austrian status as new or old state, 
14-15 
Bulgarian frontiers, 35-37, 50-51, 


235 
Mandates, 203, 207 


See Ports, waterways, and 


Yugoslavia. See Jugoslavia. 
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